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SITTING OF MONDAY, 17 NOVEMBER 1980
1. Resumption of the session Mr  Burke (Commission); Mr Patterson;
2 Wel Mr Burke; Mrs Kellett-Bowman; Mr Burke;
- Welcome e e e e e Mr Moller; Mr Burke . . . . . . . . . 15
3. Membership of Parliament . . . . . . . Question No 2, by Mrs Nielsen: National
N preferences in public procurement:
4. Petitions Mr Vredeling (Commission) . . . . . .16
5. Documents received . . . . . . . . . Question No 4 by Mr Adam: Non-ferrous
metals industries:
6. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council Mr Natali (Commission); Mr Adam;
7. Order of business — Speaking Time: MrNatali .. . ... 16
Mr Seefeld; Sir F. Catherwood; Mr Cottrell; Question No 6 by Mr Radoux The economic
Mr Rogers . . ' situation in the Community:
Procedural motion: Mr Pannella ..... Mr Vr.ea'elzng; Mr szdoux C 17
Sir F. Catherwood (Committee on External Question No 7 by Sir . Wamer: The impor-
Economic Relations) . tation of perry-pear juice concentrate .
Procedural motion: Mr Pannella ..... Mr  Haferkamp  (Commission);  Sir  F.
L ady Elles: My Bangemann Warner; Mr Haferkamp . . . . . . . . 17
p yd [’ . g'L y H' o N 'b ll Question No 8 by Mrs Ewing: Compensa-
A/;ocl‘e:* Hr ab motions: Lord Hiarmar INICOOMS; tion to fishermen for encroachment by oil
TEATGDE o industry on fishing grounds:
8. Deadline for tabling amendments . . . . . Mr Burke; Mrs Ewing; Mr Burke; Mr John-
son; MrBurke . . . . . . . . . . .. 18
9. Procedure without report . . . . . . . . Procedural motion: Mr Herman . . . . . 18
Procedural motions: Mr Saare; Mr Rogers Question No 10 by Sir Peter Vanneck:
Mr Scott-Hopkins; Mrs van den Heuvel Duty-free US imports of defence equipment
Mr Pannella; Mr Galland manufactured in the Community:
. Mr Haferkamp; Sir P. Vanneck; Mr Hafer-
10. Action taken by the Commission on the kamp; Mr Scott-Hopkins; Mr Haferkamp 19
opinions .andp rop osa{s of P arlz'arr.tent: Question No 12 by Mr Scott-Hopkins:
Mr Purvis; Mr Natali (Commission) Imports of tufted carpets from the USA
e ; . . Mr Haferkamp; Mr Scott-Hopkins; Mr
1. f;;i;flh?,e;{ dizgn;t;;‘gﬂﬂij Z‘:‘Z:ZZ Haferkamp; Mr Seal; Mr Haferkamp; Mr
(Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Welsb,: Mr Haferkamp . . . . o 19
Information and Sport) — (Doc. 1-345/80): Q“““"Zy ]}‘110 é3 by. M’ D‘{;‘{-’ Ezg:we
answer the Commission to Written Ques-
ﬁ’[{;}’;";ﬁpo’/’;“’(; SR tion No 1058/80:
rs Vieboff; rs Gaiotti e iase; . . .
Mr Patterson;  Mrs Pruvot;  Mr Ansquer; Mr Vr'edelmg, Mr Denis; Mr Vredeling 20
Mrs Macciocchi;  Mr Papapietro;  Mr Selig- Question No 14 by Mr C. Jackson: Apples:
man; Mr C. Jackson; Mr Balfe; Mr Burke Mr Natali; Mr C. Jackson; Mr Natali; Mr
(Commission) A Scott-Hopkins; Mr Natali; Mr Turner; Mr
Natali . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 21
12. Question Time (Doc. 1-570/80):

o Questions to the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities:

Question No 1 by Mr Patterson: Owverséas
students’ fees in the UK for Greek students:

Question No 17 by Mr Berkbouwwer: Link
between the United Kingdom and the conti-
nent:

Mr Burke; Mr Berkhowwer; Mr Burke; Miss
Hooper; Mr Burke; Mr Doublet; Mr Burke;
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Mr Hutton; Mr Burke; Mr Albers; Mr Burke;
Mr Turner; Mr Burke; Mr Maller; Mr Burke 22

Question No 18 by Mr Harris: Unfair
competition:

Mr Vredeling; Mr Harris; Mr Vrvedeling . . 24

Question No 19 by Mr Penders: Education in
European schools on the democratic character
of European civilization:

Mr Burke; Mr Penders; Mr Burke; Mrs Boot;
MrBurke . . . . . . . . . ... .. 25

Question No 20 by Mr Davern: Farm
incomes crisis in Ireland.

Mr Natali; Mr Davern; Mr Natali; Mr de
Courcy Ling; Mr Natali; Mr Welsh; Mr
Natali . . . . . . . . . . ... .. 25

Question No 21 by Mr Remilly: Reduced
import levy on New Zealand butter:

IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President
(The sitting was opened at 5 p. m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Resumption of the session

President. — I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament adjourned on 6 November 1980.

2. Welcome

President. — I have great pleasure in welcoming a
delegation from the United States Congress, led by
Mr Pease and Mr Winn.

(Applause)

This is the first meeting in the context of our
six-monthly meetings which the delegation has made
to the directly elected European Parliament.

The European Parliament attaches great importance
to the meetings — the most recent, the seventeenth
took place a short while ago in Copenhagen —
between its delegation and that of the United States
Congress. :

Mr Haferkamp; Mr Fanton; Mr Haferkamp;

Mr Welsh; Mr Haferkamp . . . . . . . 26

Question No 22 by Mr Doublet: Halt in

motorway construction:

Mr Burke; Mr Doublet; Mr Burke; Mr van

Minnen; Mr Burke; Mr Patterson; Mr Burke;

Mr Moreland; Mr Burke; Mr Albers; Mr

Burke; Mr Purvis; Mr Burke . . . . . . 27

Question No 24 by Mr Clément: Emergency

FAQ meeting on the food-supply situation in

Africa and relations with the Community:

Mr Burke; Mr Clément; Mr Burke . . . . 29
13. Agenda for nextsitting . . . . . . . . . 29
Annex . . . . . . . . . . ... 30

I am also happy to welcome in the official gallery nine
Members of the Greek Parliament whose appoint-
ments as Members of the European Parliament will
take effect from 1 January 1981.

(Applause)

Their attendance at this plenary session will enable
contacts to be established which will be most useful
and beneficial when all our new Greek colleagues are
appointed Members of the European Parliament.

3. Membership of Parliament

President. — The competent German authorities
informed me on 13 November 1980 of the appoint-
ment of Mr Rieger as Member of the European
Parliament to replace Mr Schmitt, who has died.

I welcome the new Member and remind the House
that, pursuant to Rule 3 (3) of the Rules of Procedure
any Member whose credentials have not yet been veri-
fied takes his seat provisionally in Parliament and on
its committees with the same rights as other Members.

4. Petitions

President. — I have received various petitions whose
titles and authors are set out in the minutes. These
petitions will be forwarded for consideration to the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions.
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President

The minutes also contain details of various decisions
concerning petitions.

5. Documents received

President. — Since the session was adjourned I have
received from the Council, the parliamentary commit-
tees, the political groups and individual Members
various documents which are listed in the minutes.

6. Texts of treaties forwarded by the Council

President. — [ have received from the Council certi-
fied true copies of various agreements and acts. These
documents, which are listed in the minutes of this
sitting, will be deposited in the archives of the Euro-
pean Parliament.

7. Order of business — Speaking Time

President. — The next item is the order of business.

At its meeting of 16 October 1980 the enlarged Bureau
drew up the draft agenda which has been distributed
(PE 68-000/rev).

At its meeting this morning the chairmen of the politi-
cal groups proposed a number of changes.

As Mr Beumer’s report on behalf of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs, on a directive on
taxes which affect the consumption of manufactured
tobacco, scheduled to be considered on Thursday
(No 245) has been withdrawn from the agenda since it
was not adopted by the Committee.

At the request of the chairman of the Committee on
External Economic Relations, I propose to include in
the joint debate on the iron and steel industry, entered
on tomorrow’s agenda, a report by Mr Martinet on
EEC-USA relations in the steel sector (Doc. 1-565/
80).

It has been proposed that a separate debate on the
report by Mrs von Alemann, on the siting of nuclear
power stations (Doc. 1-442/8) should be held tomor-
row.

It has also been proposed that the oral question with
debate by Mr Seligman on energy strategy following
the Venice Summit of 23 June 1980 (Doc. 1-508/80)
should be withdrawn from the agenda and replaced by
an oral question by Mr Seligman and others on
supplies of oil to the Community from the Middle
East.

At the request of the Council I propose to enter at the
beginning of Thursday’s sitting a report by Mr Dank-
ert, on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, on the
draft amending and supplementary budget No 1 of the
Communities for 1980, which has just been referred to
us and which will be put to the vote immediately after
the debate.

At the Council’s request I propose to enter on Thurs-
day’s agenda, in place of Mr Beumer’s report which
has been withdrawn, a report by Mr Pearce on the
generalized tariff preferences (Doc. 1-545/80). The
debate will be held at the time scheduled for the
Beumer Report.

At its meeting of 28 October 1980 the enlarged Bureau
authorized me to propose that a report by Mr More-
land, on behalf of the Committee on Transport, on the
Community quota for the carriage of goods by road
(Doc. 1-555/80) should be entered on Friday’s
agenda.

At the request of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group) I propose to enter on Friday’s
agenda, after the Moreland Report, an oral question
by this group on export refunds.

Finally, at the request of the Committee on Transport
I propose to enter as the last item on Friday’s agenda a
report by Mr Key on the safety of containers in the
European Community (Doc. 1-556/80).

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Madam President, before the
agenda for this week is definitively adopted, I should
like to make one request. As you know a motion for a

resolution on the continued existence of Eurocontrol
has been tabled.

I understand that you intend a vote to be taken on
Wednesday to decide whether this motion by the
Committee on Transport is to be considered under
urgent procedure; if so the motion would be taken in
the plenary sitting on Friday. [ should like to ask you
to see to it that the vote on urgent procedure is taken
as quickly as possible to enable the motion to be
adopted by Parliament before Thursday, 20 Novem-
ber. The reason is this: seven of the nine Ministers of
Transport of our Member States will be meeting on
20 November and it would be ridiculous for this
House to take a decision on 21 November. I therefore
appeal to the common sense of the whole House and
ask for your support, Madam President, in seeing to it
that a decision is taken on this motion by 19 Novem-
ber. Otherwise our opinion will be valueless. In the
interests of my committee, I therefore urge you,
Madam President, to adopt the agenda in such a way
that a decision can still be taken on this motion in the
House before 20 November. I am counting on your
understanding in this matter.

(Applause)
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President. — We discussed this matter at length this
morning. It is impossible to enter the request for
urgent debate on the agenda before Wednesday, in the
first place because the 21 signatures required have not
yet been obtained. However, in addiuon, as you
know, we have decided that, since it is impossible to
have all the documents ready in time, that decisions on
urgent procedure would no longer be taken on Tues-
day. In fact, on many occasions certain Members took
the view — and I believe that it was shared by the
House as a whole — that a debate on urgency could
not take place if all the documents had not been distri-
buted. Therefore, henceforward these votes will only
be taken on Wednesday or Thursday mornings. All the
requests for urgent procedure have been placed on
Wednesday morning’s agenda to allow the documents
10 be distributed so that Members can have all the
documents translated into their own languages before
they vote.

If Parliament decides to hold an urgent debate it will
then have to decide when this debate should take
place.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Thank you for your helpful atti-
tude, Madam President. I should like to thank you on
behalf of all my colleagues who, [ believe, are
performing tasks of great responsibility in the
Committee on Transport.

Through their spokesmen in the Committee on Trans-
port, all the groups have indicated their support for
this motion and for the procedure indicated by me. I
am assuming that more than 21 colleagues will lend
their signatures to my request because this Parliament
has often unanimously indicated its view that Euro-
control must contunue.

(Applause)

I hope that you will be able to overcome the formali-
ties and help us to reach a reasonable decision. The
meeting of Transport Ministers will end on Thursday
afternoon. They would surely not understand our
insistence on formalities at a time when the existence
of a vital orgamization is at stake. I hope that reason
will prevail.

(Applause)

President. — The House will decide on Wednesday.

Sir Frederick Catherwood. — Madam President, I
am sorry that I am a little slow in coming back to the
. question of the timing of the debate on the GSP. You
have — and I thank you for it — responded to my
request to have it held before Friday, but as I under-
stand the position, it is to replace Mr Beumer’s report,
which is the last one on Thursday night. The reason I

felt that we should discuss the generalized system of
preferences at a time when we have a good attendance
is that it is a critical debate, because the generalized
system of preferences affects our relations with all the
developing countries, which is most of the world, and
so a lot of people will be looking at it. It is also a
rather critical debate 1n relation to the newly-indus-
trialized countries, and we are doing some new things.
If we have a debate in the middle of Thursday night
on a subject affecting the Community’s relationships
with about two-thirds of the world, it may not look
very good.

I would very strongly suggest, Madam President, that
instead of simply substituting it for Mr Beumer’s
report, we bring it forward and hold it on Thursday
morning. We could then vote for it on Thursday after-
noon, because again if we leave the vote untl Friday
morning it will be very difficult. I do not do this very
often, but I do very strongly suggest that this is a criti-
cal report and a critical debate and should be brought
further forward on Thursday.

President. — We already made an exception by
including this report on a day when the agenda was
already very full by reason of the addition of the
debate on the supplementary budget. We were able to
substitute one report for another, but we cannot upset
the order of business; as all the reports for Thursday
are important we cannot give priority to one of them.

Mr Cottrell. — Madam President, I would like to say
something in support of my colleague, Mr Seefeld,
who has spoken on the subject of Eurocontrol.

I would recall, Madam President, that we have already
had one embarrassing incident with Eurocontrol
when, because we were not able to debate a report in
the previous part-session concerning the future of this
organization, Parliament was placed in the situation
where it had to send a telegram to the Eurocontrol
Ministers meeting in Brussels to advise them of Parlia-
ment’s opinion. It seems to me, Madam President, that
when this House spends so much time discussing
matters which are alleged to be of importance to the
Community but which seem, to me at least, not to be,
and when we have a grave doubt about an organiz-
ation concerned with the lives of air passengers in the
Community, then we should do as Mr Seefeld says
and show some flexibility.

I would remind you, Madam President, that we have
already voted in favour of this organization and the
work that it is doing. Despite all that you have said, [
really do support Mr Seefeld in calling for urgent
debate, so that we can take a decision which, hope-
fully, will impress the Ministers before they decide the
future of the organization.

(Applause)
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President. — Mr Cottrell, there seems to be 2 misun-
derstanding. I already explained to Mr Seefeld that, if
urgent procedure is adopted — and this cannot take
place before Wednesday — it will be for the House
itself 1o decide when the debate should take place.

Mr Rogers. — Madam President, the point at issue is
not whether the House feels that the matter is urgent.
I think we would all agree that it is. What Mr Seefeld
1s asking is when we are going to vote on it afterwards.
There is a precedent here, because I myself was in the
chair when the House actually made a decision to
accept the urgency of a matter and then to fix a time
for voting. Would this not also be suitable for
Wednesday? We could agree that it is urgent and also
fix a time for voting, which could be Wednesday, so
that we could give an opinion before the Ministers
meet. I hear someone say that the President said the
same thing: Well, if she did, it did not come over quite
as clearly in translation.

President. — That is what I just said.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, I should like

to know whether procedural motions always take
priority in this Assembly?

President. — Mr Pannella, as all the Members raised
their hands for a point of order I gave them the floor
in the order in which they asked to speak.

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, I simply want
a clarification: what rule are we to apply? Are there
any changes or are we going to discuss the agenda by
raising constant objections for hours on end?

(Laughter)

President. — Mr Pannella, until the order of business
is definitively adopted, I feel that everyone who so
requests should be allowed to speak.

President. — I call Sir Frederick Catherwood.

Sir Frederick Catherwood. — Madam President, I
would like to ask for a vote on the timing of the
debate on the generalized system of preference,
because I was asked to make this request on behalf of
my committee. | really do not think that it is right that
we should have a debate on our relations with so many
countries in the world in the middle of the night,
which is when this will happen. It really is, I think,
absurd. We spend so much of our time thinking of our

relationships with third countries; we spend so much
of our time thinking of the developing countries and
their problems, and then, when it comes to the debate
on the Commission’s proposals for the generalized
system of preferences for the next five years, which are
very substantially different from those for the last five
years, we schedule that debate right in the middle of
the mght. Our committee thought that this was an
absurd thing to do.

I really cannot see, Madam President, why we need to
do that. I entirely accept that there are other important
items on that day, but quite frankly, looking down the
list of items, I cannot see that there are any where the
external relations aspect is so vital. It really does
matter when we have this debate and how many
people are going to be here. So I should like, on behalf
of my committee, to ask for a vote on this.

President. — I call Mr Pannella on a point of order.

Mr Pannella. — (/) Madam President, Rule 12 (2) of
the Rules of Procedure reads as follows

At the beginning of each part-session, Parliament shall
decide on the draft agenda submitted to it by the enlarged
Bureau without alteration other than such alterations as
may be proposed by the President or proposed to him in
wrting ..

I therefore believe that this informal discussion is
being unnecessarily protracted. We must either accept
or reject the agenda submitted to us unless proposed
changes have been made in writing. I do not think
they have. That at least is the method which we have
often followed in the past.

President. — Mr Pannella, Mr Seefeld’s request was
not a request to amend the agenda but merely a
comment on the debate on urgent procedure. Sir Fred-
erick Catherwood’s request was submitted in writing,
pursuant to Rule 12 of the Rules of Procedure, more
than an hour before the sitting opened. Although Sir
Frederick made this request on behalf of his commit-
tee, I must point out that he was the only one who
signed it. Should I therefore consider that a motion to
amend the agenda has been duly made?

I put the matter to the House, as it is something not
provided for in the Rules of Procedure.

President. — I call Lady Elles.

Lady Elles. — Madam President, I would just like to
refer to Rule 12 (2) regarding such alterations as may
be proposed by the President. Well, you have kindly
proposed that this report should be held late in the
evening on Thursday, and I think therefore that
Parliament has a right to vote on this proposal that
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Lady Elles

you have had the courtesy to make to it. I would
therefore support Sir Fred Catherwood in asking for a
vote on your proposal to Parliament.

President. — I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann. — (D) Madam President, I support
Lady Elles’s proposal; either we accept her suggestion
that this item should be placed on the agenda for
Thursday evening or we do not accept it, in which
case the report will not be placed on Thursday’s
agenda. This is a concrete proposal.

President. — I put to the vote Sir Frederick Cather-
wood’s motion.

The proposal to replace the Beumer Report by the
Pearce Report is adopted.

I call Lord Harmar Nicholls.

Lord Harmar Nicholls. — Madam President, on a
point of order I would like to say that I am sad about
the decision that has just been taken. I believe that this
Parliament ought to accept the President’s ruling on
matters connected with the actual carrying out of the
procedures. [ support Mr Seefeld’s plea, but instead of
asking the whole Parliament of 410 Members to make
these decisions, we ought to leave it to the President
and a small group to make these decisions and fix our
agenda. It seems to me, Madam President, that if we
are to be respected as a Parliament, then as many
until it can sort out its own procedures. I would like to
feel that we have confidence in the President we elect
and that we allow that person to fix our agenda with-
out throwing it open to all of this phony democracy,
because it is phony and the sooner we achieve some
greater efficiency the better for the future of this
Parliament.

President. — I call Mr Enright.

Mr Enright. — My point of order is quite a simple
one. I deplore the assumption that people will not be
here on Thursday and Friday, which is inherent in
what has been said in arguing for a change in the
agenda. It seems to me, Madam President, that if we
are to be respected as a Parliament, then as many
people should be here on Thursday night and Friday
morning as there are on Monday evening and Tuesday
morning. I hope that you will uphold this principle,
Madam President.

(Applause from various quarters)

President. — Are there any other comments?

The order of business is approved.!

8. Deadline for tabling amendments

President. — [ propose to fix the deadline for tabling
amendments as set out in the draft agenda.

The deadline for tabling amenhdments to the draft
amending and supplementary budget No 1 is fixed at
10 p.m. tomorrow.?

9. Procedure without report

President. — The titles of proposals from the
Commission to the Council placed on the agenda for
this sitting for consideration without report, pursuant
to Rule 27 A of the Rules of Procedure are set out in
the minutes.

Unless a Member asks leave to speak on these propos-
als or amendments are tabled to them before the open-
ing of Friday’s sitting, I shall declare these proposals
to be approved.

I call Mr Sarre.

Mr Sarre. — (F) Madam President, we learnt last
week that a South African delegation would be visiting
the European Parliament during the part-session
which is beginning today. The Bureau of the Socialist
Group has already made a declaration stating that it
will not receive this delegation and I think we should
go even further. As you know, Madam President, this
visit has been arranged by an agency which specializes
in public relations on behalf of the racist regime in
Pretoria . ..

! See minutes for order of business and for allocation of

speaking time.
2 See minutes.
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_President. — Mr Sarre, as this item is not on the
agenda, there are no grounds for making a statement:
this item is not provided for in the agenda. It could
possibly be raised in the Bureau but there is no possi-
bility of making a statement.

Mr Sarre. — (F) ...1 would like nevertheless to
express the hope that Parliament will show sufficient
dignity to refrain from receiving this delegation.

(Protests by certain Members of the European Democratic
Group)

President. — Mr Sarre, it is for each group to decide
individually what it should do.

I call Mr Rogers.

Mr Rogers. — On a point of order, Madam Presi-
dent, with regard to the point raised by Mr Sarre, the
agency he referred to also used the name of the Euro-
pean Parliament. Now what are you, as the custodian
and President of the European Parliament, going to
do about this?

President. — This matter can be raised in the Bureau.

I call Mr Scou-Hopkins.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — On an entirely different
matter, Madam President, I understand that during
this week and particularly today a number of commit-
tees of the House are meeting, in particular the
Committee on Budgets, the Committee on Regional
Policy and Regional Planning and the Committee on
Agriculture. Now I understood that you were very
much against this and Parliament had almost taken the
decision to have a minimum number of committee
meetings during plenary sessions, and particularly
during Question Time. I am not quite sure exactly
how this happened. All I would do at this stage is to
ask you to look into it as a matter of urgency and
perhaps come back to the House tomorrow morning
or to the Bureau, whichever you decide, and say what
your views are concerning this matter.

President. — Mr Scott-Hopkins, during the week
preceding each part-session I receive from the chair-
men of the commiutees a large number of requests for
meetings. When these requests are not supported by
adequate reasons I'reject them.

However, in certain cases there is a genuinely urgent
need for the committees to meet. This is the case
where the Committee on Budgets is concerned: it must
be enabled to prepare the debate on the draft budget.

The Committee on Agriculture and the Committee on
Regional Policy also have urgent matters to discuss.

However each time I give the authorization I do so
with considerable regret, since they place a heavy
burden on the administrative services as well as keep-
ing Members from the Chamber.

At the same time I am grateful for your statement
since it gives me an opportunity of asking everyone to
avoid as far as possible organizing meetings during the
plenary sittings. It is a point on which I am always
extremely vigilant.

I call Mrs van den Heuvel.

Mrs van den Heuvel. — (NL) Madam President, [
cannot agree at all with your view. I consider, on the
contrary that it is extremely useful for Members of
Parliament whose presence in the Chamber is not
absolutely vital, to use the available time for committee
meetings. If we used the time available to us to attend
plenary debates in addition to committee meetings,
this Chamber would always be fuller than it is at
present.

President. — Yes indeed, Mrs van den Heuvel, there
are cases where I have no other option but 1o author-
ize a committee to hold a meeting.

I call Mr Pannella on a point of order.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, I welcome
the fact that, for the first time for 12 months, we are
respecting the Rules of Procedure. If I am not
mistaken you have on this occasion departed from
your consistent practice of proposing the use of
Rules 28 and 36 A in a manner which is not author-
ized by the Rules themselves. Thank you, Madam
President, for restoring the rights of Members of
Parliament in this area unless — but I hope not — I
am mistaken.

(Laugbhter)

President. — Mr Pannella I must deprive you at once
of your optimism and your satisfaction: I believe I
announced already that speaking time would be allo-
cated as set out in the draft agenda.

I call Mr Galland.

Mr Galland. — (F) Madam President, we cannot
allow Mr Pannella to constantly raise artificial proce-
dural points. I am very sorry, Mr Pannella, but speak-
ing time is allocated in our debates in conformity with
Rules 28 and 36 A of the Rules of Procedure. There is
no other possibility. It is time for you to stop teiling us
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that we are failing to respect the Rules of Procedure in
regard to the use of speaking time.

Your intepretation of the way in which speaking time
could be used is scandalous. Read the Rules of Proce-
dure, try to understand them and stop raising points
which are completely out of order.

10. Action taken by the Commission on the opinions and
proposals of Parliament

President. — The next item is the statement by the
Commission on action taken on the opinions and reso-
lution of the European Parliament.!

I call Mr Purvis.

Mr Purvis. — Madam President, I refer to the reso-
lution we passed last month on the disappearance of
little girls in South East Asia — Document 1-494/80. 1
would like to ask the Commission if in fact they feel
they are going to be able to fulfil the request in that
resolution that the Commission should provide a
report on the danger that these children are being sold
into prostitution and on the trade in children between
the Far East and Europe.

President. — I call Mr Natali.

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(I) Madam President, Members of this House will
remember that when Mr Ortoli spoke on behalf of the
Commission in the debate on this subject, he said that
the Commission did not have the resources to prepare
a report for submission to the European Parliament on
this mauer. Nevertheless we have asked our delegation
in Bangkok to obtain all the relevant data for submis-
sion to Parliament.

Once we receive that information, we shall take care
to forward it to the responsible parliamentary commit-
tee.

11. Possibility of designating 1985 ‘European Music
Year’

President. — The next item is the report by
Mr Hahn, on behalf of the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport on the
possibility of designating 1985 ‘European Music Year’
(Doc. 1-345/80).

I call Mr Hahn.

1 See Annex.

Mr Hahn, rapporteur. — (D) Madam President, ladies
and gentlemen, on 16 January 1980 sixty — two
members of all the political groups in the European
Parliament signed a motion for a resolution calling for
1985 to be declared European Music Year.

The reason for that motion was the fact that 300 years
ago, in 1685, three leading European composers were
born, Johann Sebastian Bach, Georg Friedrich Hindel
and Domenico Scarlatu.

On 29 May and 9 July the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport considered
the draft report and unanimously adopted the present
motion for a resolution. The committee welcomed the
initiative taken by the authors of the motion dated
16 January.

There is surely no other area of European culture in
which the basic feature of that culture, namely unity in
variety, 1s so convincingly evident as in music.
Europe’s musical heritage is incomparable in the
cultural history of mankind. It remains as vital as ever
today and retains its universal validity. Each in its own
way, all the peoples of Europe have contributed to it
and although different languages and certain historical
prejudices which are difficult to overcome are an
obstacle to comprehension between the peoples, music
is generally understood. Musical unity has long since
existed in Europe. The integration of Europe in the
sphere of music has already been completed. This is a
symbol of the fact that the countries of Europe are
bound together by culture far more than by economic
links. Unfortunately this was not reflected in the
budget debates in Luxembourg the week before last
when almost all the amendments tabled by the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport were rejected.

Our committee proposes that European Music Year
should be marked by guest performances by leading
European orchestras, by music festivals and seminars,
exhibitions on the history of music and special televi-
sion and radio programmes. A year of that kind could
provide the framework for special measures at both
national and European level. The European Youth
Orchestra, the European Choir and the European
Federation of Young Choirs should play a leading part
in this and perform, in particular, the works of the
three great masters. But works by European musicians
of all centuries and countries, as well as folk music and
contemporary music should also be included.

European youth should play a particular part in Euro-
pean Music Year. The national governments should
take the initiative of strengthening and improving
music tuition in schools. Training centres for musi-
cians and expecially for music teachers should be
improved and provided with satisfactory equipment.
The school curricula should be examined to determine
whether they allow music an adequate place. The
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organizations joined together in the European Youth
Forum should also participate in European Music
Year. The Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport is however of the opinion that
the organization of this music year should rest with
the Council of Europe rather than with the European
Community. The Council of Europe has already
organized successfully two previous events: European
Natural Heritage Year in 1970 and European Archi-
tectural Heritage Year in 1975. It has wide experience
and is able to contact a much wider circle of European
countries and persons. We should therefore ask the
Council of Europe to take up this suggestion.
Nevertheless, the European Community should make
an appropriate financial contribution. The Commis-
sion should prepare this.

As soon as the Council of Europe gives its agreement
and presents a programme for the European Music
Year -the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport must once again discuss the
participation of the European Community. We would
ask the Assembly to approve our motion.

President. — I call Mrs Viehoff to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mrs Viehoff. — (NL) Madam President, there are
advantages and drawbacks in proclaiming a music year
or any other kind of year. The advantage is that action
_is taken which provides an incentive and may have
lasting consequences for the future. The drawback
may be that in a year of that kind one particular
subject will be highlighted and money spent on special
events which are organized, after which everything
may be forgotten again. During a music year, the
activities should concentrate on providing opportuni-
ties for young composers, soloists and performing
musicians to participate in subsidized performances
and competitions; there should be radio and television
broadcasts of modern music, grammophone records of
contemporary music should be issued, perhaps with
subsidies when they are not commercially viable, and
music teaching in our schools should be improved. In
short, these activities must stimulate the creativity of
young people and reach a wide public. Only then can
a music year have any real purpose.

On reading the original motion for a resolution, in
particular the last section calling for extensive celebra-
tion of the 300th anniversary of the birth of Bach,
Hindel and Scarlatt, we do not gain the impression
that the European Music Year is to be given the
content which we should like it to have.

The music year can most appropriately be related to
the anniversary of the birth of the three leading
composers but it must not lead to a situation in which
carefully selected audiences of expensively dressed
ladies and gentlemen attend gala concerts throughout

Europe for a whole year to listen to works by these
composers. That would only be a negative phenom-
enon of the kind to which I referred earlier since in
1986 the whole business would be forgotten and there
would be no change whatever in our overall attitude to
music. Finally, we fully agree that the Council of
Europe is the appropriate agency to organize this year
and should therefore be asked to do so. If there are
any problems it is not really for the European Parlia-
ment to take an initiative of its own.

Madam President, I have here two amendments. I do
not know whether they still apply, but I should like to
indicate my views. The first amendment relates to
paragraphs 3 and 4. We are against it. The second
seeks to state specifically in paragraph 5 that encour-
agement must be given to young composers and musi-
cians. We are in favour of this.

President. — I call Mrs Gaiotti de Biase to speak on
behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party
(C-D Group).

Mrs Gaiotti de Biase. — (/) Madam President, in the
Committee on Youth and Culture, the Christian-
Democratic Group approved the resolution tabled by
Mr Hahn together with the accompanying report. We
should of course like cultural policy in the Community
to take on a broader substance than these purely
commemorative proposals. We should like a Commu-
nity cultural policy to exist but we cannot claim that it
does exist as yet; we are nevertheless pleased that this
motion should have come before Parliament thereby
highlighting the importance of the work of this kind.
We should not like the Community either — as the
resolution rightly points out — to be isolated but hope
that a joint initiative will be taken by all the member
countries of the Council of Europe.

I believe that the motion for a resolution should
emphasize and call attention to the growth in the
interest taken by young people in music in all coun-
tries. This is one of many aspects of the revolution in
leisure time which we may not yet always be able to
assess in terms of its true political significance. The
leisure revolution is a great challenge to our societies,
since we must face the problems arising in this context
by encouraging the use of leisure time as a factor for
cultural integration, cultural communication and, in
short, individual enrichment.

That, as I see it, is the background to the proposal
regarding European Music Year which must not be
reduced to a mere ritual celebration of the birth of
these great musicians; that is merely the starting point
for choosing this particular year.

In that sense I approve and express our interest in the
resolution which has been tabled and in the individual
proposals, while stressing the need for the Interna-
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tional Music Year to be used for a wider purpose than
merely listening to music — it should rather be an
occasion to improve the conditions available to young
musicians and to lend them support. The Committee
on Youth and Culture is at present examining the
whole problem of the conditions experienced by
cultural workers: the International Music Year could
provide an opportunity to emphasize the conditions in
which cultural workers in the musical sector are placed
in Europe, in the nine Community countries. I there-
fore believe that this resolution should be approved by
the Assembly.

President. — I call Mr Patterson to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Patterson. — First of all, Madam President, I
should like, on behalf of my group, to welcome the
admirably succinct and unfortunately long-postponed
report by Mr Hahn. We also welcome the idea of
declaring 1985 International Music Year.

We on the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport are very well aware of the
importance of culwral activities. We know that it is a
medium through which Europe, for the first time as
far as most people are concerned, can become a reality
for millions of people. For most European citizens,
music, architecture, painting, sculpture and the great
writers and poets of Europe are a more powerful
symbol of European unity than either, for example,
the common agricultural policy or even the Common
Market. I would go so far as to say that more people
have heard of, and have certainly heard, the European
Community Youth Orchestra than have heard the
European Parliament. Europe as a civilization means
more to people than Europe as an institution. It would
therefore be sensible as well as right for us to do much
more in the cultural field.

However, let us be realistic. See how few of us there
are here at the moment to debate this matter! Remem-
ber, Madam President, what this Parliament did two
weeks ago 1o the cultural budget of the Community.
The Commission proposed to spend less than 0.1 %
of the budget on cultural activities and the Council,
supported by this Parliament, cut that back even
further.

In these circumstances Mr Hahn’s report represents a
very wise approach in asking that, in the first instance
at least, the Council of Europe be asked to be the main
sponsor. To begin with the Council of Europe has
resources to organize such an event. We, lamentably,
do not. In the second place, the Council has experi-
ence in organizing such an event. In 1970 it organized
European Conservation Year and then in 1975, Archi-
tectural Heritage Year. I need hardly remind you what
we and the Council of the Communities did two

weeks ago to our own architectural budget. We voted
it out altogether!

Finally, let us remember that European culture extends
much further than the Community’s frontiers. Can we
really envisage a European Music Year that leaves out
for example the Austrians: Mozart, Hayden, Schubert,
Mabhler, Briickner and so on. Mr von Habsburg is not
here, but I am sure he would agree with me on this
point.

Mr Hahn also suggests that the Community can make
an important contribution to a music year: participa-
tion by the Youth Orchestra and the Choir. We can all
do something to encourage sponsorship by national
governments and national bodies and by industry and
commerce. We in the Committee on Youth, Culture,
Education, Information and Sport as the explanatory
part of this report points out, reserve the right to come
back to this matter in the event of our request to the
Council of Europe not being fruitful.

Finally, Madam President, who knows, by 1985 we in
this Parliament and Community may have come to our
senses; we may have voted some money to make a
financial contribution of our own. I support the
report, Madam President.

N

President. — I call Mrs Pruvot to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mrs Pruvot. — Madam President, I have listened to
the chorus of all my colleagues this evening in support
of culture. What a pity that they did not sing the same
chorus two weeks ago in Luxembourg.

I support Mrs Gaiotti De Biase’s words. 1 do not
intend to repeat points that have already been made
and shall confine myself to a comment on Mr Hahn’s
motion. We are firm believers in European identity
and convinced of its importance and of the absolute
necessity for action to develop and sirengthen it. We
therefore approve his report. However, 1 note once
again the disparity between intentions, between the
positions adopted by Members of the Assembly and
the resolve shown by them when the opportunity
arises of endowing the Community with the resources
necessary for a cultural policy. I therefore wish to
point to the paradox in paragraph 5 of the explanatory
statement which was already introduced in para-
graph 2: how can the Community be expected to take
so many initiatives and undertake so many projects
when a great many amendments tabled by the
Committee on Youth and Culture were rejected in the
1981 budgetary procedure by the selfsame Members,
or a good number of them, who signed the motion for
a resolution which led to this report. And, as a corro-
lary of that, how can the Commission be expected to
contribute to the financing when the necessary appro-
priations have not been voted?
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I am afraid that this motion for resolution will remain
no more than an expression of pious intentions unless,
between now and 1985, the Community has shown the
determination to endow itself with adequate own
resources and unless this Parliament takes a much
greater interest in areas other than the Community of
shopkeepers.

Can we reasonably ask the European Community to
take part in cultural actions and lend its support to
them when we refuse to provide the modest financial
resources essential to such action?

Having said that, we must hope that rather than being
a mere celebration, the designation of 1985 as Music
Year should help to support and encourage both
national and European efforts to stimulate interest in
music and help our citizens to better understand the
extent to which Europeans need to share their
common culture.

Does this imply that an event of this kind should be
held within the frontiers of our Community? I do not
think so. We therefore support the rapporteur when he
suggests that organization of Music Year should be
left to the Council of Europe.

We consider that the largest possible number of coun-
tries should participate in this important event. This
suggestion is also vital because we believe that success-
ful cooperation between the European Parliament and
the Council of Europe will be beneficial to the
Community as a whole.

f

In this time of great difficulty for the arts and cultural
workers in general, it is appropriate not only to prom-
ote but also to encourage any initiative designed to
foster international understanding, respect and toler-
ance between young people throughout the world.

Ladies and gentlemen, you may remember that five
years ago, at the initiative of the United Kingdom, the
European Parliament decided that a symphony
orchestra consisting of young musicians from the
whole Community should be set up. The Youth
Orchestra and Choir of the European Community
referred to in paragraph 6 of the explanatory state-

ment should participate fully in the events and festiv-.

ities to be organized and, by definition, should receive
full financial support from the Community. Every
cultural contribution should be matched by a suitable
financial contribution.

I should like above all to thank Mr Hahn for showing
sufficient courage to draft this report and submit this
resolution to us. [ am convinced that, for some time at
least, the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education,
Information and Sport will need to show a great deal
of courage and perseverence in presenting the results
of their work to this House.

The Liberal and Democratic Group which shares my
concern in the problems of education and culture, will
be voting in favour of Mr Hahn’s motion for resolu-
tion.

President. — I call Mr Ansquer to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Ansquer. — (F) It may seem paradoxical to
designate one particular year as music year, given that
music is an integral part of our cultural and daily life.
We are all strongly in favour of the initiative taken by
the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Infor-
mation and Sport and we wish to congratulate the
rapporteur, Mr Hahn, on his outstanding report.

The committee rightly wishes to seize an opportunity
— the opportunity to celebrate the 300th anniversary
of the birth of three great European composers. I
believe that in 1985 we shall be able to enhance public
awareness in Europe of the importance of music in our
lives: it is an art from, the expression of feelings and a
means of communication between individuals and,
therefore, a link binding all Europeans together.

We have time enough to organize this European Year.
Let us use the available time to see to it that public
opinion, by which I mean the citizens of Europe, is not
disappointed. Let us see to it that events of real quality
are organized to encourage creativity as some of my
colleagues have just said. 1985 as European Music
Year could also be used to launch a genuine cultural
policy.

May I say to you, Mr Chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs, that we cannot be
mere economists. It is true that we need a strong
economy in our Community, but we should be failing
in our duty as politicians responsible for European life
if we did not go further and propose wider horizons to
the peoples of Europe. I believe that men like Johann
Sebastian Bach, Hindel, and Scarlatti are ever present:
they are eternal. Let us use their works as an oppor-
tunity to organize a cultural Europe, a Europe without
frontiers, since music knows no frontiers, a Europe of
the mind.

Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, our group
entirely supports the motion tabled by Mr Hahn and
hopes that the Community in its entirety, i.e. the
Council, the Commission and the Member States as
well as the many organizations and powerful technical
resources available to us will all be brought to bear on
this occasion to bring home to the peoples of Europe
that music is not merely an art but quite simply an
expression of life.

President. — I call Mrs Macciochi to speak on behalf
of the Group for the Technical Coordination and
Defense of Individual Groups and Members.
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Mrs Macciocchi. — (/) Madam President, our group
naturally supports this initiative but I must say that I
have rarely seen a less musical text; there is no evi-
dence of musical inspiration in this resolution whose
wording seems to me cold and uninspired. Perhaps,
however, the all-pervading bureaucratic tone of our
proceedings would have made it difficult to adopt a
different style for this particular motion.

Although the text is lacking in inspiration, it does
reflect a praiseworthy intention. I am very sorry that
this European year should not be proclaimed until
1985 when many of us who have lent their support to
this proposal, will no longer belong to the European
Parliament. Why should we look beyond the present
life of this Parliament and why in effect commit
ourselves to action which — however outstanding the
genius of those whom we are to celebrate — will
nevertheless be essentially commemorative in nature?

The problem is that we have no cultural policy and
that it is not sufficient to celebrate musical geniuses of
the past. Cultural policy is lacking in this Parliament
but alive throughout Europe. As my colleagues well
know there are centres which attract young people,
intellectuals and artists such as the Bayreuth Festival
where Wagner is not commemorated but brought to
life again in our age through a conjunction of musical
techniques and musical interpretation; there is also the
Salzbourg Festival and, I might add, the Venice Bien-
nale. Those are three examples of places where Euro-
peans come together. Perhaps these are examples of
the only meeting points of culture, indeed of real
European unity.

I would add that, in approving this resolution, we
might also accept a proposal made by Mr Pedini in
respect of the Venice Biennale to the effect that a
festival of contemporary music should be organized to
permit experimentation in the latest musical compo-
sitions including electronic and tonal music.

The Director of the music section of the Venice Bien-
nale, Mr Mario Messinis, has already contacted Mr
Pedini. In this connection, I personally would hope for
a meeting between our Committee on Youth and
Culture and the Director of the Biennale who is
responsible for this initiative. I believe that an orches-
tra consisting of conductors and performing artists
from Community and other countries should be
formed in 1981 already (I do not see why we should
confine ourselves as the resolution does to the Euro-
pean Community) — music knows no frontiers. The
important thing is for this initiative to be put into
effect by this institution as soon as possible.

A further more rapid and feasible action would be to
take up the proposal concerning the Venice Biennale;
I hope that the Committee on Youth and Culwre and
Mr Pedini personally will take the necessary steps as
soon as possible.

For the rest I am pessimistic: I do not believe that we
can make real progress in Community cultural policy
and I do not think that celebration of 1985 as Euro-
pean Music Year at the initiative of this Parliament
elected in 1979, can give us reason to claim that we
shall have contributed to the cultural unity and rebirth
of Europe and to the removal of those chauvinistic
cultural frontiers which still exist.

President. — I call Mr Papapietro to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Papapietro. — (I) We welcome the initiative of
proclaiming 1985 as European Music Year. We signed
the motion for resolution and approved the report by
Mr Hahn in committee.

We believe that this motion — which we should like to
see adopted by Parliament and approved by the Coun-
cl — has a considerable value not only for the
purpose of a general refinement of musical taste and
strengthening the awareness among Europeans of the
extreme value of their cultural heritage but also for
other more specific reasons. Parliament should seize
this opportunity. Unlike practically all other parlia-
ments, our Assembly was not elected by direct univer-
sal suffrage untl some two decades after its foun-
dation; as an institution of an economic Community we
also have the task of improving Community awareness
through the dissemination of cultural and historical
knowledge of the countries of Europe.

Initiatives such as this with an eminently cultural and
artistic value help the process of developing a Euro-
pean ideal by preventing Europe from being confined
to a mere Community of markets, torn often by the
tensions of interest groups. We therefore believe that
the European Parliament cannot confine itself to
merely proposing a European Music Year without
contributing to its actual organization.

Four years remain before the start of 1985 and the
Community and the Parliament must use that time to
work on this matter to prevent this music year from
degenerating into a mere commemorative ritual or
into a few more concerts; nor is Community support
for musicians or music teachers sufficient as referred
to in the report. The Community must play a specific
role to ensure that this music year leads to the acqui-
sition of a richer heritage and becomes a landmark in
the cultural history of Europe. It is therefore appro-
priate for the parliamentary committee, as indicated in
its report, specifically to examine how Parliament and
the Community can participate in the preparation and
organization of music year.

We believe that our musical heritage, as indeed our
general cultural and artistic heritage, must not be
treated as a self-contained body handed down from
past centuries. On the contrary our musical, cultural
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and artistic heritage is also a basis for the search for
new techniques, new modes of expression and new
paths of musical creation which will enable us to give
full expression to the multiple problems and many-
facetted conscience of the present. This is one area in
which we must work.

Many problems stand in the way of the organization
of musical teaching; the role of music in the educa-
tional process differs from country to country; the
system for the distribution of music, including music
of the 17th and 18th century as well as contemporary
experimental compositions, the organization of
concerts and the record industry must be increasingly
freed from the ties created above all by the privileged
position of European monopolies. This could extend
the audience for music to wider circles of the popu-
lation and enrich our cultural awareness of music by
reaching social groups which have up to now had no
access to these forms of expression. Encouragement
must be given to new and complex forms of creation
through which our musical heritage and awareness can
be enriched. We believe that this must be an opportun-
ity to draw on the rich musical experience of other
continents which have already offered technical and
tonal contributions to many European musical experi-
ments. We need more knowledge of those experiments
to better understand the peoples concerned with
whom Europe wishes to open a closer dialogue and
wider exchanges.

We should like this music year to make a parucular
appeal to young people. The young have helped to
enhance the impact of music on our era: Bach’s music
resounded in the churches of Prague during the spring
of 1968 while Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony has been
heard in the great squares of Italy and other European
countries to highlight its progressive and popular
inspiration for youth. There are other forms of musical
expressions specific to young people, and the Euro-
pean Music Year must help to promote an understand-
ing of them, enabling problems belonging to the most
elevated sphere of cultural awareness to be studied.

In the five years between now and the end of 1985, the
Communists intend to work on these problems
together with other colleagues who have shown such
sensitivity in this matter to foster all aspects of Euro-
pean musical culture. We hope to submit practical
proposals for action in the next few months.

President. — I call Mr Seligman.

Mr Seligman. — Firstly, Madam President, I agree
entirely with Mr Papapietro. This festival does need
proper organization. I am 100 % in favour of desig-
nating 1985, European Music Year; but I am 100 %
against handing over this wonderful opportunity to the
Council of Europe. If the European Community
cannot find the modest sum of money needed to

promote this festival, we should be ashamed. We have
four years to get a line in the budget for this proposal.

Now, Bach, Scarlatti and Handel are jewels in the
crown of the Community — they are not Swedish,
they are not Austrian and they are not Swiss; they are
German, Italian and British. As you know, Handel was
naturalized British and subsequently became a director
of the Royal Academy of Music. Why should we
throw away these magnificent Community assets by
handing them over to the Council of Europe? 1985
will be a great musical year in any case. Why shouldn’t
it be an occasion to promote Community spirit?

Madam Pruvot has just said that the idea of the Euro-
pean Community Youth Orchestra was born in this
Parliament in 1975, and it has done more to establish a
favourable image of the Community in people’s minds
than any other single measure that I know of.

Now I understand that Mr Patterson’s and Mr Hahn’s
reason for handing over this wonderful opportunity to
the Council of Europe is that the Community lacks
the funds and organization to manage such a project. |
disagree entirely with this argument. There is no
reason why it should be an expensive administrative
burden on the Community. There are many national
and international musicians’ organizations, including
the International Music Council, based in Paris, the
Incorporated Society of Musicians and the Musicians’
Union, as well as the ‘Now’ live music organization
which is organized by Yehudi Menuhin and presided
over by Edward Heath. All these organizations could
be asked to help in a worthwhile project.

I presume that DG XII of the Commission would take
this under their wing and arrange for some additional
temporary staff. Money should come, as it does for
the Youth Orchestra, from governments, the Commis-
sion and private enterprise. [ have suggested that a
Trust Fund should be set up during this year to help
young musicians and this should be subscribed to by
public appeal throughout the 1985 Music Year.

Madam President, music is a universal language and it
speaks to everyone. Let us not lightly throw away this
wonderful opportunity to harness the glory of these
three great Community musicians of 300 years ago to
the promotion of a wider and deeper Community
spirit. 'We cannot celebrate Mozart, Beethoven,
Haydn and Mahler this year, because they were not
born in 1685 — they were born later. Their turn will
come. The purpose of my two amendments is to
delete paragraph 3 and 4, so as to enable the EEC to
sponsor the 1985 Music Year, or at least, to do it
jointly with the Council of Europe. Surely we must
grasp this unrepeatable opportunity to win the hearts
of young people in Europe.

President. — I call Mr Jackson.
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Mr C. Jackson. — Madam President, since Mr
Hahn’s report, with a great deal of which I agree, was
tabled last July, there has been time to consider further
the implications of European Music Year. I want to
suggest to this House first, that we can in fact be much
bolder in our approach, and secondly, agreeing with
my colleague, Mr Seligman, that we should make it a
smaller event. We should restrict it to the European
Community of nine, ten, twelve or however many it
will be in 1985 is therefore not strange.

We are all familiar with the local musical festivals
which take place in cities, towns or regions right
across the European Community; and to suggest, a
European Community Music Year for our extended
Community of nine, ten, twelve or however many it
will be in 1985 is therefore not strange.

But the reason why I would suggest this is of consider-
able importance to the Community is that the complex
economic and political matters to which we normally
turn our attention give our citizens little feeling of
being in a Community with a human dimension. This
is a serious failing. To quote the Treaty of Rome: ‘We
are determined to lay the foundations of ever-closer
union among the peoples of Europe.” Such a union, I

would maintain, requires a feeling of belonging. This °

feeling takes us away from economics to emotion, to
matters of the spirit. One of the greatest bonds
between our peoples is of course cultural, that we
share the great intellectual heritage of Greece, carried
forward by Rome and gaining over the centuries a
specifically Christian character. Against this common
background there is a rich diversity of cultural and in
particular musical achievements from the Member
States of our Community in which we can all take
great pride.

Let us therefore, I say, take the lead in helping the
peoples of our Community to take pride in the
achievements of their fellow-citizens of the past. This
can be a real help in creating the feeling of unity that
we need to make our Community progress. Let us take
upon ourselves, because we are the democratic repre-
sentatives of the citizens of the European Community,
the responsibility for designating 1985 European
Community Music Year.

At this point, Madam President, I beg to move the
amendments in my name giving effect to this proposal.
I suggest to the House that, with our support and
encouragement, this idea will take root and be a
magnificent success. I believe it will gain the support
of cultural foundations, of cities, of industry and
commerce as patrons of the arts. The year 1985 is of
course the tercentenary, as others have said, of three
of our greatest composers. But think of what other
talent we can call upon for concerts just coming from
the Community: Beethoven, Benjamin Britten,
Debussy, Delius, Elgar, Mendelssohn, Schumann. Of
course, we shall all regret cutting out Mozart. I
personally would hope that there might be those who

would argue that Chopin is not just Polish, but can be
considered an adopted citizen of France. But these, 1
believe, Madam President are tiny disadvantages when
compared with merit for our Community of having a
European Community Music Year in 1985; and it is to
this — dare I say? — slightly more adventurous
proposal that the House will, I hope, give its support
in the vote in due course.

President. — I call Mr Balfe.

Mr Balfe. — Madam President, this motion for a
resolution originated with my signature and those of
62 others last year, and I am pleased it has now come
to the Parliament. I suppose, as they say in Britain,
that I ought to declare an interest because one of my
own relatives, Michael William Balfe, was responsible
for loosing a number of operas on the people of
Ireland in particular, and Europe in general.

(Laughter)

The opportunity which the birth of three composers in
the same year provides for organizing a tercentenary
had not been missed before this motion for a resolu-
tion was formulated. There is already a committee in
London set up to sponsor in Great Britain, European
Music Year as far as Britain is concerned. The point I
would like to make about the Council of Europe is
that even the Council of Europe does not cover the
whole of Europe. There is a considerable interest in
these three composers in other parts of Europe that
are not covered by the Council of Europe.

What I was aiming to do in putting forward this
motion for a resolution was to get, within the different
States of Europe, some coordination on what will,
undoubtedly, be a fairly widely celebrated event; an
event which has already, incidentally, attracted some
atention in both Czechoslovakia and Eastern
Germany. So we are talking about a cultural event
which, I believe, will, as 1985 gets closer, have an
increasing significance for different countries within
Europe.

Unfortunately, although Mr Hahn has produced an
excellent report, I must agree with some speakers, that
we certainly could do more because there is a
tendency in the report to say, let us hand it over to
someone else. To those people who say that we have
very little in the budget for this activity I would say,
that I think that, if an imaginative proposal was drawn
up and put forward, money will be found for it
because people within this Parliament would see that
there was an identifiable object on which we could
worthily spend money. It is my hope that we will be
able to play our part along with other groups within
Europe to get off the ground a cultural event which, [
am sure, will unite many more people. [ agree with the
earlier speaker who said that more people have proba-
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bly heard of these three composers than have heard of
the European Parliament. In short, we have an excel-
lent opportunity to promote something which will be
of value across political and national boundaries; I
hope that support for this resolution tomorrow will be
the first step of the positive initiative designed to take
hold of that opportunity.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission.
— (F) Madam President, I am happy to indicate the
Commission’s full support for the report and resolu-
tion by Mr Hahn which have at least three merits.

The first concerns one of the objectives assigned to
European Music Year; I am not referring here to the
development of public interest in music since fortun-
ately enough that interest has never been more pro-
nounced than it is at present and we are witnessing
nothing short of a musical explosion; the objective of
which 1 am thinking is the encouragement which
should be given to musicians and music teachers: most
of them, apart from the few musicians who are house-
hold names, lead 'a precarious existence. They are
frequent victims of unemployment. It is therefore
eminently desirable for European Music Year to be
made also European Musicians Year.

The second merit of Mr Hahn’s report and resolution
is the idea of turning to the Council of Europe. Why?
Because it would be impossible to pursue the cooper-
ation.with the Council of Europe which is so strongly
desired by both sides if the Community and its elder
brother in Strasbourg duplicate the same activities.
Cooperation necessarily implies and begins with the
elimination of duplication.

The Council of Europe has acquired a brilliant reputa-
tion by organizing European years such as the Archi-
tectural Heritage Year in 1975. Therefore, instead of
seeking to compete with the Council of Europe on the
same ground, the Community should direct all its
efforts towards action in the cultural sector. This
involves essentially improvement of the economic and
social situation of workers in this sector among whom
musicians are in the vanguard.

Finally the report and motion for a resolution by Mr
Hahn have a third merit — on which I shall conclude
— of proposing for the Community’s contribution to
European music year the aspects which best coincide
with our possibilities and resources. As Mr Hahn
suggests we shall ask the Community Youth Orchestra
and Choir to make a worthy contribution to European
Music Year by giving works by Handel, Bach and
Scarlatti a prominent place in their 1985 programme.
They might even devote almost all their concerts in
that year to these three illustrious composers. That
would be even more impressive.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

IN THE CHAIR: MR DE FERRANTI

Vice-President

12. Question Time

President. — The next item is Question Time
(Doc. 1-570/80).

We begin with questions to the Commission.

Question No 1, by Mr Patterson (H-405/80):

Is the decision of the United Kingdom Government to
charge Greek students in British universiues the full over-
seas rate of fee — £ 1380 to £5000 per annum —
throughout the academic year 1980-81 compatible with
the Treaties, having regard to the fact that students from
other European Community Member States will only be
charged the UK rate — £ 216 to £ 1105 — and to the
fact that Greece becomes a full Member State of the
Community on 1 January, and if not, what steps does the
Commission propose to take to ensure compliance by the
UK Government with its Treaty obligations?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission has welcomed the announcement by the
Government of the United Kingdom that students in
higher education from Member States of the Commu-
nity will as from now be exempted from tuition fees
claimed from foreigners studying in the United King-
dom. This decision is in accordance with the report of
the Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Infor-
mation and Sport adopted by the Council of Educa-
tion Ministers during the meeting of 27 June 1980 in
Brussels which states in paragraph 4(d) (17), and I
quote: “When tuition fees are payable in a Member
State, those for students from other Community coun-
tries will not be higher than those applicable to home
students’. However, in the case of students from a new
Member State, a Member State may for reasons of
administrative necessity defer application of this prin-
ciple until the beginning of the first academic year
after accession.

In the Commission’s opinion the Government of the
United Kingdom does not discriminate against
Community citizens as the above-mentioned procedure
will be implemented as from the first year of the acces-
sion of Greece to the European Community.
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Mr Patterson. — I note that the Commission referred
to reasons of administrative necessity. However, the
reason given by the Minister of State at the Depart-
ment of Education and Science, in the House of Lords
on 4 June was not administrative necessity but the
need to save £ 1 500 000. In this case, considering the
very small number of students involved — probably
only 1000 — would the Commissioner not agree that
it would be more in accordance with the spirit of the
Community if from the beginning of next year the
Greek students who are newly coming into the educa-
tion system in this academic year, were to be
exempted?

Mr Burke. — It would not be appropriate for me in
this forum to comment on a reply given in another.
Whatever my personal feelings might be about the
desirability of the course advocated by the honourable
Member, I am advised that the reasons which I have
stated in my reply are indeed the reasons given by the
United Kingdom for the action it has taken. I see no
reason to criticize that action.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Would the Commissioner
not agree that, if the Council of Education Ministers
met rather more often than has been the case in the
past, they would be able to influence decisions such as
this, because with a Member State such as Greece,
whom we are only too anxious to integrate as rapidly
as we possibly can into the Community, it is very
important that they come in as full members and as
normal students in the academic year, only one term
of which will in fact have been covered before they
come into the Community?

Mr Burke. — Well, as a former member of the
Council and having attended meetings of Ministers of
Education, and indeed as one who has just taken over
Mr Brunner’s responsibilities for the remainder of this
Commission’s mandate, I would personally like to see
Ministers of the Member States meeting in Council

Unfortunately, it is not possible in the short time avail-
able to us between now and the end of the year effec-
tively to do very much about getting a further meeting
of the Council, much as I would like to do so.

Mr Meller. — (DK) Does the Commission believe
that it is compatible with the Community Treaties for
the Belgian government to require increased tuition
fees from foreign students from other Member States?
If the Commission does not think this to be in order,
will it take steps to ensure that the Belgian government
puts an end to this practice?

Mr Burke. — If the case is as stated by the honour-
able Member — and my information is not necessarily
the same as his — it would be deplorable. But I under-

stand that there is no discrimination in any Member
State in relation to this particular question

President. — Question No 2, by Mrs Nielsen
(H-420/80):

In view of the increasingly common practice of giving
preference to national undertakings in public procure-
ment and in the formulation of tender specifications, will
the Commission tell us precisely what it is doing to
combat this practice, which is fragmenting the common
market in breach of the Treaty of Rome, and will it state
how many complaints of such discrimination on the basis
of nationality it received in 1977, 1978 and 1979, naming
the national authorities against which they were levelled?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) The directive on the coordination of procedures
for the award of public supply contracts does not
require the Member States to publish invitations to bid
or 1o notify the Commission of them. If undertakings
consider that these invitations contain discriminatory
provisions they may contact the Commission which
then has the possibility of taking action by means of
the procedures stipulated in the Treaty. Since the entry
into force of Directive No 7762 (EEC) in July 1978,
the Commission has received two complaints from
undertakings, the first of which felt itself disadvan-
taged by a discriminatory provision based on national-
1ty in the invitation to bid while the second related to
failure to award a contract although the undertaking
concerned had tendered the lowest bid.

President. — In the absence of its author, Question
No 3, will receive a written answer.!

Question No 4, by Mr Adam (H-433/80):

Will the Commission give an undertaking to carry out an
immediate investigation into the pricing, credit and deliv-
ery-term policies in the non- ferrous metals industries in
order to ensure fair trading within the Community?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(1) The Commission is closely following developments
on the international markets for non-ferrous metals. It
would remind the honourable Member that an inquiry
can only be opened in this sector if precise information
is available on infringements of Treaty provisions on
competitions. It is therefore not possible to conduct a
general inquiry into all non-ferrous metals.

The Commission has however undertaken various
surveys in respect of zinc and aluminium in particular.
There is a suspicion that zinc producers have distorted

! See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of 19 November

1980.
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the normal conditions of competition within the
Common Market. The inquiries have not yet been
completed. Furthermore the Commission wishes to
draw the honourable Member’s attention to the 1975
decision on an agreement between aluminium produ-
cers better known as the IFTRA standards; that is just
one example of action in this area.

Mr Adam. — The particular industry that I had
mainly in mind was the brass sector which is active in
my constituency, and I am sure that the people who
are threatened at the moment with short-time working
and redundancy will welcome the assurances that have
been given. Do I understand from the Commissioner
that the submission of evidence of unfair competition
will result in an enquiry by the Commission into the
trading practices within the Community?

Mr Natali. — (/) That fits in precisely with the
answer | have given. We cannot conduct an inquiry
into all non-ferrous metals but can only undertake
investigations if the rules of competition are distorted.
Surveys are now in progress in the zinc sector.

President. — In the absence of its author, Question
No 5, will receive a written answer.!

Question No 6, by Mr Radoux (H-444/80):

Because of the persistent crisis, reference is constantly
made, and with good reason, to the weaknesses and
alarming situations observed in various branches of indus-
try in all the Member States of the Community.

Can the Commission say which industries are not affected
by the cnisis, or are actually expanding, so as to permit an
accurate assessment of the overall industrial situation in
the Community. This question is intended to apply to
each sector individually.

Do the Commission departments have a section dealing
with the prevention of crisis situations?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commussion. —
(NL) For information on the development of the
situation in the various sectors of the economy, the
Commission is dependent on the statistical data
furnished to it and on contacts with business interests.
The Commission does not seek to identify systemati-
cally prospects in sectors of industry which have not
been affected by the crisis or are in a state of develop-
ment. In view of the varied nature of the different
situations an auémpt of that kind could not possibly
give reliable results and would tend to highlight the
symptoms rather than the causes of industrial change.
The Commission’s analysis relates rather to factors of
a more general nature which affect industrial struc-

! See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of 19 November
1980.

tures, e.g. the recent increase in energy prices, particu-
larly in the price of oll, the innovative capacity of
undertakings, the consequences of new technologies
for employment and the measures of adaptation taken
by the natonal authorities. The Commission does not
consider it desirable to set up a crisis prevention
bureau of the kind referred to by the honourable
Member; stll less than the national public agencies
does it have the financial resources or authority to
ward off a crisis. Like all other public bodies the
Commission is in possession of data which are not
always suitable for publication and it believes that
excessive pub11c1ty in regard to sectors cxperlencmg a
crisis situation may spark off panic reactions or over-
reaction far beyond the needs of the actual situation.
The Commission considers that it would be irresponsi-
ble to act in that way.

Mr Radoux. — (F) As I listened to the Commis-
sioner’s answer I wondered whether I had formulated
my question properly. I can only say that he did not
answer my question. No part of his answer related
exactly to my question. When I refer to a crisis prev-
ention office I am asking whether such an office actu-
ally exists and not what its consequences are. When I
ask which industries are not affected by the crisis I do
not want an evasive answer. I view this reply as a form
of diplomacy in very poor taste.

President. — Question No 7,
Warner (H-445/80):

by Sir Frederick

In view of the fact that the Council’s answer to the last
question on thus subject, tabled by Mr Scou-Hopkins on
14 November 1979,! was highly unsatisfactory, and 1
view of the fact that this relatively small matter of princi-
ple has been under consideration for a number of years
now, can the Commission tell the Parliament what
progress it is making with the Austrian request for a tariff
reduction on a quota of concentrated perry-pear juice?

Mr Haferkamp, Vice President of the Commission. —
(D) In this matter the Commission has conducted
market research studies in cooperation with the
Member States. These have shown that adequate
quantities and qualities of the pear juice concentrate in
question are avatlable in the Community. The
Commission has also found that contact might be
improved between the vendors and the purchasers of
this product.

Sir Frederick Warner. — I think it is curious what
very odd information the Commission sometimes
collects. I do not know where they collected this infor-
mation, for the view of the British perry makers in no
way accords with what he says. They do not find that
there are adequate supplies within the Community. I
take it that the Commissioner was referring to supplies
of Tralian pears, which are not suitable. The British
perry industry is quite prepared to make use of as
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much imported Italian pear-juice as it can, but it can
only use it in small quantities; and it must go outside,
and does go outside, for the rest of its requirements.

Could I ask the Commissioner to take another look at
this and to consult properly with the representatives of
the perry industry in Britain in order to get a sensible

reply?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) The suggestion which the
honourable Member just made will of course be taken
up by the Commission. I stated myself in my answer
that contacts between the vendors and purchasers
require improvement and that there are ways of bring-
ing about such an improvement. The Commission will
gladly do all it can to help in this area.

President. — Question No 8, by Mrs Ewing (H-309/
80):

Will the Commission state what plans they have to draw
up proposals to ensure that fishermen receive compensa-
tion for loss of grounds by encroachment thereon by the
oil industry, in view of the proliferation of pipelines in the
North Sea, and has the Commission the intention to
introduce a code of practice to be imposed on oil
companies by the Member States’ governments who grant
licences to such companies?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission does not propose to take any imtiative in
relation to the encroachment on fishing-grounds by oil
companies. Oil companies already make some provi-
sion for compensation in cases of damage to nets or
craft.

Mrs Ewing. — I am sure the Commissioner will not
be surprised if I say I am disappointed with the
answer, because the question clearly does not relate to
the answer he has given. To stick to the question,
could I ask the Commission to reconsider this and ask
whether they are aware of the extent and gravity of
this problem, that 830 square nautical miles are
already sterilized representing a catch of about
2 000 tonnes a year, worth about half a million pounds
in 1976 and worth more now? Will the Commission
not consider two straightforward actions: first, either
to designate no-go areas or else to ensure that no
licenses are given unless arrangements are made for
compensation of the value of the fishing; and
secondly, to equate the loss of fishing grounds to this
industry with the loss of fishing grounds to third coun-
tries when the quotas are being fixed, as this really is a
giant octopus?

Mr Burke. — With the greatest respect, I think I
have answered the question by indicating that we did
not propose to take any initiatives. This does not mean
that I wish to indicate that the information given by

the honourable Member was not interesting, but I
must continue to take the attitude I have taken, even if
this does disappoint the honourable Member.

Mr Johnson. — I take it that the Commissioner is not
saying that the Commission is not concerned by the
general problem of pollution of the sea resulting from
oil exploration. That would be, I think, very unhappy
news if he was saying that.

Mr Burke. — I can assure the House and the
honourable Member that I have personally under-
taken a tour of the nine capitals in connection with
lessening the danger of pollution of the sea: so he can
rest assured on that point.

President. — In the absence of its author, question
No 9 will receive a written reply.!

I call Mr Herman on a point of order.

Mr Herman. — (F) Mr President, I readily under-
stand that an answer cannot be given when the
Member who has put a question is not here, but there
are Members present who stay in the Chamber to
receive replies to the questions which they see down in
writing; otherwise there is no point in being here. This
is the third question which has escaped a reply. If the
author must always be present the public character of
this exchange of views becomes perfectly pointless!

(Applause from certain quarters)

President. — Mr Hermann, the rule is that you must
appoint a substitute if you are not there yourself, and
that must be done prior to the sitting. It would be
unwise to do anything other than follow the Rules.

Mr Herman. — I am ready to be a substitute for
anybody.

(Laugbhter)

President. — No, you have to apply to the President

before the sitting starts.

Question No 10, by Sir Peter Vanneck (H-421-80):

Does the United States of America permit the duty-free
entry of defence equipment and components for defence
equipment which have been manufactured in the Commu-
nity?

See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of November
1980.
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Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(D) The United States charge a duty on imports of
defence equipment and on imports of component
parts. In our answers to the written questions by Mr
de Courcy Ling we referred 1o the most favoured
nation clause applicable to exports from the Commu-
nity to the United States. Moreover there are special
provisions in the U.S. customs tariff to the effect that
certain equipment required by government agencies
can be imported without duty if a certificate is prov-
ided that this is vital, strategically important equip-
ment as defined in U.S. legislation or material which
contains energy substances necessary for general
defence and seturity. It may be assumed that in view
of the provisions which I have briefly outlined much of
the defence equipment imported by the United States
from the Community is in fact duty free.

Sir Peter Vanneck. — [ am extremely pleased to hear
that the majority is duty-free, because I am sure the
Commissioner would agree with me that the arma-
ments industry in the Community is important, not
only for the defence of the Community, but also for
the provision of employment. But [ would ask him, in
view of the necessity to endeavour at any rate to make
the two-way street between supplies from the United
States to this Community and wvice versa a real thing,
whether there are any duties which are applied by the
United States which, if necessary, could be recipro-
cated by ourselves in order that we should maintain
the two-way street and not manufacture ourselves at
any disadvantage when it comes to exporting to the
United States of America?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) We have always stood by
the principle of the freest possible movement of goods
in both directions and we propose to continue to do
so. I would remind you in this connexion of our
efforts to achieve and unimpeded movement of goods
during the GATT negotiations in the Tokyo round.
Naturally this applies to the products in question. [
should like to point out that the industries concerned
are not merely producing defence equipment. There
are also production, expenditure and investments for
essential civilian purposes. The aircraft industry
primarily serves civil ends but also manufactures prod-
ucts for other purposes. I want to emphasize that we
strongly support the principle of the freest possible
trade in both directions.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Does the Commissioner
" believe that European companies are getting fair treat-
ment in tendering for defence contracts, both civil and
military, in the United States?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) We compiled a special code,
" not specifically for the armaments industry, but for the
whole area of government purchases, for the first time

in connexion with the Tokyo round and in conjunc-
tion with the United States; the aim is to establish fair
conditions for all companies submitting tenders to
government agencies. It is in that context that we
understand the honourable Member’s question.

President. — In the absence of its author, Question
No 11 will receive a written answer.!

Question No 12, by Mr Scott-Hopkins (H-465/80):

In view of their answer to Oral Question No H-363/80,
to what level does the rise in the import of tufted carpets
have to reach, over and above the 300 % already achieved
by the United States of America, before the Commission
will imposé quotas on these products?

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission.—
(D) We have already dealt with this question on
several occasions and have had many opportunities to
explain the conditions under which it would be possi-
ble to take protective measures. Those conditions and
rules are laid down in GATT. We adhere to the
GATT provisions. We have carefully examined — on
earlier occasions and indeed permanently — the influ-
ence which different energy prices have on the offer of
the products in question here. As yet we have no clear
reason to suppose that the difficulties experienced by
this sector in the United Kingdom are due solely to
increased imports from third countries. There are
other reasons, for example the decline in consumption
which in turn is related to the downturn in building
activity. The general weakness of demand is thus an
important contributory factor.

Our latest information is that imports have ceased to
rise. You may rest assured that in the case of the
special product referred to here and indeed in the
whole synthetic fibres sector and other chemical sub-
stances related to the basic problem of energy prices,
the Commission is keeping developments constantly
under review. I am able to assure you that we shall
intervene immediately if we see any possibility of
doing so under rules and procedures by which we are
bound internationally.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — While of course accepting
what the Commissioner says concerning some of the
issues he has raised, I would ask him to take it from
me that the damage which has been done to that parti-
cular industry in my country — and, I think, to other
industries throughout the Community of the same
type — is very grievous indeed. You cannot compete
against subsidized feedstock, and that is what he and
the Commission have been asking carpet manufactur-
ers, not only in my country but in other countries in
Europe, to do. I am glad he is keeping it under review,

1 See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of 19 November
1980.
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but if imports start to increase again will he take
immediate action to see that is stopped and that a
fairer situation of competition will exist within the
Community vis-d-vis the United States?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) Intervention by us would
depend not only on a further increase in quantities
but, even if the overall quantities fall, on other factors
such as the infringement of GATT rules. This means
that we should intervene whenever there is a possibil-
ity of doing so under GATT rules and procedures.
This holds good in the matter of quantities and also in
respect of subsidies or other forms of unfair competi-
tion.

Mr Seal. — I hope the Commission realizes that its
action in imposing quotas only on man-made fibres
has exacerbated the situation of carpet manufacturers,
particularly in the UK, and this is causing great
concern — nay, more than concern, it is causing many
redundancies in my constituency of the most impor-
tant carpet-manufacturing areas in the UK. Now, the
Commussioner has talked about GATT, and because
of GATT will the Commission insist that, unless the
USA abolishes the quotas on the amount of naphtha,
one of the feedstocks that they export to the EEC at
the same price that their own manufacturers can buy
it, tariffs are imposed at all levels of carpet manufac-
ture, to offset the advantage enjoyed by US manufac-
turers? Surely this is required under the terms of

GATT?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D)} Unfortunately the matter is
not as simple as that. Early in the year, at the request
of the UK. government, we placed a limit on imports
of certain synthetic fibres used as primary products for
carpet manufacture. Quite clearly this intervention at
an earlier stage and the limit on deliveries further up
the production chain does not make the products
required by the carpet industry for its manufacturing
activities any cheaper. Perhaps the difficulties experi-
enced by the carpet industry are partly a consequence
of intervention of this kind.

On the other hand there is also keen competition in
the carpet industry within the Community, particularly
in the case of synthetic fibre carpets. This competition
has become even keener since, as I said earlier,
demand has generally fallen in the Community as a
result in the falling demand for residential building.
Clearly the demand for these carpets has also fallen
and competition within the Community has become
more acute.

I wish to make a further observation: according to our
calculations and the information given to us by indus-
trial interests it is not true that the difference between
the price of crude oil and gas in the United States and
on the world market is the primary cause of cheaper

supplies from the United States. There are a number of
other reasons why American firms can offer cheaper
products. This lower price level is partly attributable to
their modern production methods and higher produc-
tivity. We cannot explain everything by the difference
in energy prices. We must also be cautious in deciding
whether this energy price difference is a matter of
subsidies. There are some branches of industry —
which 1 do not propose to name here — in the
Community where the same question might be raised.
We must be careful in considering whether the energy
cost price amounts to a subsidy within the meaning of
the GATT rules against which appropriate action can
be taken, if we are not to expose ourselves to even
stronger attacks.

Mr Welsh. — In view of the Commissioner’s rather
hesitant and unsatisfactory reply to the question raised
by my honourable friend, would he agree that the time
has now come for a fullscale review of the Commu-
nity’s trading relations with the United States of
America? Would he undertake to carry out such a
review with the utmost dispatch, and would he further
give us an assurance that he will report to Parliament
on the substance of his review within the next few
months?

Mr. Haferkamp. — (D) I am always ready to discuss
our trade relations here. But I am not at present will-
ing to suggest that we should review our trade rela-
tions.

President. — Question No 13, by Mr Denis (H-469/
80):

How can the Commission possibly be unable to give an
exact figure for the profits which the five principal
multinational agribusiness firms having their headquarters
in one of the nine EEC member countries and doing busi-
ness 1n the ACP countries acknowledge having made in
each year since 1975, the date of the signing of the first
Lomé Convention?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) Although the Commission’s services compile
data, information and statistics on various undertak-
ings, including the multinationals, they unfortunately
do not have comparable data which they could verify
in order to provide an answer to the honourable
Member’s exact question. The acquisition of data in
this area is normally effected for specific purposes but
the data obtained does not always appear to be reli-
able. The Commission is not empowered to require
undertakings to provide data for general use. The use
of data from published sources involves certain diffi-
culties as regards comparability and there is a further
difficulty of checking the accuracy of such data.
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Mr Denis. — (F) I would remind you that this oral
question was tabled because the Commission stated in
writing that it had no information on the profits of
multinationals in the food processing sector. The
Commissioner states that he has certain information.
But I am sull not satisfied because I would like the
right of Members of Parliament to information to be
satisfied. Could the Commissioner therefore explain to
me why he does not have data which can in fact be
obtained with the considerable resources available to
the Commission? For example it is possible to compare
the prices at which products are purchased in the
developing countries with their market sale price in
Community countries. In this connexion my colleague
Henriette Poirier mentioned in her report for the
Committee on External Economic Relations the exam-
ple of tea: in Ruanda tea is obtained at a price ten
times lower than the selling price in the Community.
Some data could therefore be obtained and supplied to
us. What happens en route between Ruanda and the
Community? It would be interesting to know.

I cannot avoid seeing a link between this failure on the
part of the Commission and its generally favourable
attitude to the multinational companies which it does
not show to the small farmers in our Community
countries. | therefore wish to know what action you
intend to take to make good this gap and what will
you do to make sure that information is made avail-
able to elected Members of Parliament [ intend to
table a motion for a resolution on this.

Mr Vredeling. — (NL) Mr Denis is obviously not
satisfied by my answer. The Commission itself is not
satisfied by the present situation. It cannot obtain the
comparable data which the honourable Member has
requested and that being so it cannot supply this infor-
mation.

I should also like to take exception to the suggestion
that we are friends of the multinationals. I suggest that
the honourable Member should ask the multinationals
what they think of the Commission’s latest proposal
about the information and consultation of workers in
such undertakings. He will then find that his sugges-
tion of friendship is not accurate. Mr Denis also said
something about filling gaps which exist at present and
that is the very purpose of the Commission’s proposal.
The essential data must not only be provided to the
elected representatives, as he suggested, but also to
workers in the industries concerned. I think that we
are on the right path with our proposals at present.

President. — Question No 14, by Mr Christopher
Jackson (H-470/80):

In view of the growing surplus of apple production in the
European Community and the growth of potential
markets for apple products elsewhere in the world, will
the Commission undertake to invesugate the possibilities
for apple exports from Community to third-country

markets and the arrangements that might be made to shift
expenditure from intervenuion to spearheading an export
dnive, and does the Commussion agree that this is one area
where the Community may do without export restitutions
and that the development of exports may, in time, elimi-
nate the need for any Community financial aid for the
apple industry?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(I) We are not convinced that there has been an
increase in surplus apple production in the Community
or that there is a substantial growth in potenual
markets for apples in other parts of the world; we
therefore do not think that an export campaign would
be effective enough to enable refunds to be abolished
and we therefore have no intention of eliminating the
Intervention arrangements.

Mr Christopher Jackson. — 1 was interested to hear
the Commissioner’s reply, for which I am grateful. Is
the Commissioner aware that at the moment interven-
tion regulations and spending favour southern-grown
apples such as the ‘Golden Delicious’ at the expense of
northern-grown apples and are the cause of consider-
able dissatisfaction 1n certain Member States? And will
the Commuissioner agree — I know that this is not a
new problem — to examine the problem once more
with the aim of removing any unfairness between the
north and the south of the European Community
regarding such intervention?

Mr Natali. — () Obviously there is a wide differ-
ence between the view of Mr Jackson and those of the
Commission: I can only confirm the position which I
stated in my answer.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — There is a surplus of apples
both north and south and there is no export potential
for these apples. Will the Commission therefore look
into ways of encouraging the use of those apples by
turning them into apple juice, which is a product
widely accepted throughout the Community. Perhaps
a stimulus to this product would go some way to deal-
ing with the surplus apples. but it needs help from the
Commuission.

Mr Natali. — (I) The suggestion made by Mr
Scott-Hopkins is particularly interesting even though I
am not sure it is technically feasible.

Mr Turner. — May [ ask the Commissioner whether
he refuses to look into the question of the fairness of
the coefficients on apples or not? He seems to refuse,
but even if he is right that the coefficients are quite
fair, it is obviously felt amongst the northern countries
that they are not. [s it not therefore justifiable for him
to hold an inquiry and give a report con that point?
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Mr Natali. — (1) As regards the coefficients for the
withdrawal prices we have already changed them
repeatedly whenever the market situation so required.

Nevertheless I would remind you that these coeffi-
cients only take account of the difference in the
commercial value of the different varieties so that any
derogation from this principle could lead to an
increase in cost since an excessive price would be paid
for certain varieties in comparison with others. We
would also point out that the coefficients in question
apply to the whole Commiunity and allowance cannot
be made for special situations in one particular
Member State.

President. — In the absence of their authors, ques-
tions No 15 and No 16 will receive written answers.!

Question No 17 by Mr Berkhouwer (H-476-80):

Does the Commission see any possibilities of implement-
ing as a Community venture the plans now being drafted
in England to link the United Kingdom with the Conu-
nent by constructing a combination of bridges, islands
and tunnels?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — An interest-
ing problem arises in regard to the honourable
Member’s question. He asks the Commission to
comment on a project for a Channel link put forward
in recent days. But in days even more recent, | mean
during the period since the honourable Member
tabled this question, several other projects and sugges-
tions have been put forward. There is now indeed a
gratifying, if somewhat bewildering, variety of
approaches from which to choose. .
The honourable Member is, if I may say so, a veteran
and respected advocate of a Channel link, so I am sure
he is as happy as I am that this project, so long a
dream, has now become the subject of concrete and
urgent discussion. I only wish that it were feasible for
another offshore island of the Community to benefit
from a similar kind of exercise.

I particularly welcome the fact that much of the
current discussion on a channel link has coincided
with, and I believe has been stimulated by, the
Commission’s own proposals for a Community policy
on transport infrastructure.

Not all of the proposals currently available would
involve a financial intervention by the Community.
Some would; others would not. Naturally T would
prefer a scheme which envisaged Community inter-
vention but it is clear that any project which improved
the transport links between the United Kingdom and

! See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of 19 November
1980.

the European mainland, however it were funded,
would be thoroughly welcomed. I would hope for a
Community role in the chosen project, but as the
honourable Member is aware the decision regarding
the selection of a scheme is one that falls to the
Member States concerned in the first place. Once the
choice has been made at national level, it is for the
Member State to communicate this information to the
Community in pursuance of the Council decision of
20 February 1978. Should the Member State
concerned look to the Community for financial assist-
ance this would call for the application of the draft
financial regulation currently before the Council on
the provision of assistance for projects of Community
interest. As honourable Members will know, this regu-
lation is sull not decided upon by the Council
However, it is vital to press the point home that, for a
Community policy on transport infrastructure to be
developed, this regulation is essential. Moreover its
passage would not lead automatically to expenditure.
It is simply optional. Potential projects for aid would
be dealt with on their own merits.

The regulation therefore offers the hope of providing
really valuable aid for projects that would otherwise
not go forward, but does not automatically involve a
regular additional expenditure on the budget. I look,
as I am sure honourable Members also do, for posmve
decisions in this field where Community action can
make a worthwhile contribution.

Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) I am satisfied with Mr
Burke’s positive attitude to my question suggesting
that the construction of a tunnel under the Channel
between continental Europe and the United Kingdom
should be a Community enterprise.

Since two Member States are directly concerned and
since too many different projects have been submitted,
is the Commission prepared for its part to take initia-
tives in order to bring together on a Community basis
all the possibilities which have been brought forward
so as to prevent duplication of effort?

In any case this matter does not only concern France
and England but rather the whole north-western
region of the Community and many Members of this
Parliament take a close interest in it.

Mr Burke. — I am happy to tell the honourable
Member that the Commission has taken a number of
initiatives. Indeed I personally have taken such initia-
tives over the last few years. We have commissioned a
study, the results of which were given wide publicity at
a press conference in London. We have mentioned the
projects at a number of colloquia which we have
organized. I have asked a number of questions in
Parliament and made a number of speeches on the
matter. So in that sense we have taken some initiatives.
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But I would remind the honourable Member that the
Commission, following closely the policy lines which it
put forward some years ago, is restrained in the
manner in which it takes initatives by the possibilities
open to it under that decision. Furthermore, as I have
mentioned in the reply to the question, these initiatives
lie first of all with the Member States who can put
forward such projects to the Committee on Infrastruc-
ture, the consultation can take place, and monies, if
required, could then be made available under the
financial regulation put forward.

So I would ask the honourable Member to understand
that, insofar as it is possible for us within the terms of
the policy we have been pursuing for a number of
years now, we have taken every possible initiative, and
I certainly would hope that this exchange of views
today will give further impetus to this very desirable
project.

Miss Hooper. — Whilst appreciating the Commis-
sioner’s statement in relation to his difficulties with the
Council of Ministers, in planning a Community
approach to the Channel tunnel, may we have assur-
ance from the Commissioner that the backup road
infrastructure will not be neglected so that for example
the northwest of England, and Liverpool in particular,
* will not feel more than ever cut off from Community
trade and prosperity? In Liverpool we like to think of
ourselves as the front door of Europe and we are
certainly the front door to that other island to which
he referred. But in order to benefit from a Channel
tunnel project, please may we have assurance that the
backup link-up road and rail service will be there.

Mr Burke. — As far as [ am concerned as Commis-
sioner for Transport, I have given every possible help
towards putting into legislation the policy of the
Community on transport infrastructure, and it would
be possible under the terms of that policy for schemes
such as those outlined by the honourable Member,
which are very important, to be put through. But we
now await decisions by those who are in a position to
pass the legislation. I can say that, within the limits of
human possibility, we have done everything we can to
further the projects so dear to Members of this House.

Mr Doublet. — (F) 1 share the concern expressed by
your colleagues and the satisfaction felt by the author
of the question on hearing the Commissioner’s answer.

I do not know whether the time is ripe for the choice
of the exact link which could be established between
the United Kingdom and France and would certainly
benefit the other Member States, especially the Bene-
lux countries and Germany. But I do know that the
Commissioner is wrong to refer the matter back to the
Member States which have already proved their good
will; the project was suspended five years ago but

seems to have been reopened again under particularly
promising conditions today. The Member States must
be made aware that they will benefit not only from the
support but also from financial assistance from the
Community. For that pupose I think that the Commis-
sioner for Transport could usefully and effectively
assist us by ensuring that the regulation 1o which he
referred will be followed up by implementing provi-
sions, and I hope that he will support us in asking for
the Council of Ministers to take a decision.

We are now in the middle of the budgetary procedure
and have proposed that some appropriations should be
made available not only for basic studies but now also
for feasibility studies. This is an area in which we can
do useful work.

We hope that the Commission will help us to obtain
the decision that we wish to see.

Mr Burke. — On the two points I reiterate my view
that the policy line followed by the Community in this
respect is the right one. As to the money, I have advo-
cated that money should be put in the budget and have
great pleasure in noticing that this House supports that
general line. I will await the outcome of the budget
discussions.

Mr Hutton. — Would the Commissioner confirm
that the other island he spoke of in his initial reply is
one with which he is closely connected, and would he
tell us what the Commission is doing about the initia-
tive, taken by members of this group, to bring about
the dream that he spoke of in his reply?

Mr Burke. — 1 think that the possibilities of joining
the two islands have already been canvassed by a
number of people. I think, though, that one has to be
realistic about the feasibility of such projects. I think it
would be unwise to give too much hope that links of
the same nature as those suggested across the Channel
could, in fact, easily be effected between those two
islands at this stage.

Mr Albers. — (NL) There are other projects in the
European Community which are of great importance
to the overall infrastructure. What is the Commission’s
view of the priority to be accorded to this link between
the United Kingdom and the continent in relation to
other similar projects such as a link between the
Danish islands and the continent, the link over the
straights of Messina and infrastructural works such as
the link between the Rhine and the Rhone?

Mr Burke. — When the Commission published its
memorandum on transport infrastructure last year, it
was careful not to suggest any priorities between the
various suitable projects available to the European
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Community. This, I repeat, is because the policy which
we have outlined over the last few years enjoins on the
Commission to respect the decisions taken by the
Council on the initiative of the Commission. In other
words, having set up an infrastructure committee
representative of the Member States and the Commis-
sion, it is for that committee to set the priorities for the
future. We are also, of course, involved in a discussion
with the Member States in the Council of a bottleneck
report, which was asked for by the Council, and that
work will lead us a little closer to the definition of a
set of priorities. But it is not for me as Transport
Commissioner to indicate any personal preference; it
is for the machinery which we have set up to do so.

Mr Turner. — The Commissioner referred to the
need for a legal basis for the infrastructure policy. Is
that to be obtained from a vote in the Council of
Finance Ministers or that of Transport Ministers?
Where would he advise us, and all those in our coun-
tries who are most concerned about this matter, to
bring pressure to bear to make sure that we get this
decision out of one or other of the Council of Minis-
ters?

Mr Burke. — The proposed legislation is on the table
of the Council of Transport Ministers. I think that is
sufficient indication to the honourable Members as to
how they should proceed from here.

Mr Moller. — (DK) I myself come from a small
1sland in Europe which has for many years:sought to
establish a permanent link with the neighbouring
countries in the South and East, i.e. West Germany and
Sweden. That has not succeeded as yet because it takes
a long time to make the necessary preparations, to
draw up the plans and find the financial resources. 1
recognize the need for priorities. But I believe that the
matter which we are discussing here should be priority
number one for all the member countries of the
Community. Since the days of Napoleon I the wish
has existed for a link between England and the conti-
nent, and I wonder whether Mr Burke shares the view
that this is not merely a matter between the govern-
ments or parliaments of the two countries but a matter
of interest 1o Europe as a whole since the utmost
priority must be given to all links of this kind?

Mr Burke. — I can confirm that it has been the firm
desire of the Member States of the Community to
proceed with transport infrastructure, but we have not
yet got to the point at which legislation has been
passed. I still would advocate that the House should
take account of the Transport Infrastructure Commit-
tee decision and the consultation procedure set up in
1978 under which it is in the first instance, for the
Member States most closely concerned to put forward
proposals. Of course, it is always possible for Member
States, acting outside of the Community context, to

deal with these matters. But | would prefer, as I think
the House would, that this mauer should be
approached on a Community basis. However, if it is
done on another basis, nobody will be displeased, but I
think that we should conclude from this question and
answer session to the existence of the desire of the
elected Members of the European Parliament that the
initiatives of the Commission over the last few years to
get a transport infrastructure policy for Europe
through, should now be given attention by the other
bodies, and we should get some progress in the near
future.

President. — Question No 18, by Mr Harris
(H-477/80):

United Kingdom rabbit producers are complaining that
they face unfair trading conditions in exporting to France
following a ruling by the French authorities that as from
May 1979 all imported rabbit carcasses must have their
feet removed. The ruling was to have applied to home
produced carcasses from May 1980, but unuil recently at
least, this had not been enforced against French produ-
cers. The ruling means that exporters of rabbit carcasses
to France lose 6-5% to 7 % the saleable products,
making additional work for the producers, increasing
costs 1n total and reducing income from between 9 p and
15 p per kilogramme or up to £ 1 500 per load.

Will the Commission take action to ensure that exporters
of rabbit carcasses to France do not have a commercial
disadvantage?

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(NL) As soon as the Commission was made aware,
particularly through the honourable Member’s ques-
tion, of the possibility of unfair competition between
rabbit producers in the European Community, it asked
the French authorities to give a complete survey of
French national legislation on imports and sales of
slaughtered rabbits on the domestic market. As soon as
we receive that information we shall carry out a study
and notify Parliament of our conclusions; for the time
being I can only give a preliminary answer.

Mr Harris. — While thanking the Commissioner for
the action he has already taken on this, I would ask
him not let the mauer drift on, because this unfair
practice is causing problems, not only for rabbit-meat
processors in the United Kingdom, but also to many
hundreds of rabbit producers. Could he please bring
what pressure he can to bear on the French authorities
to enforce their own ruling, so that fair competition is
once more restored in this trade.

Mr Vredling. — (NL) Ishall do my best.

President. — Question No 19 by Mr Penders
(H-478/80):
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Is the Commission prepared, in view of the emergence of
racist and anti-semitic sentiments and statements, to give
an impetus to education 1in European schools, on the lines
established in French schools, in the democratic, peace-
loving, tolerant and pluralist character of European civili-
zation?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission does not feel that a new impetus of this
kind is necessary because the European schools are
already conscious of the need to underline the import-
ance of the characteristic attributes of European civili-
zation mentioned by the honourable Member. In fact
the statute of the European school provides that, in
giving education and instruction, the conscience and
conviction of the individual shall be respected, and the
curriculum of the schools has included courses in
social and civic education since 1978. The Board of
Governors has been acting on an initiative of the
Commission and inspired by a Council of Europe
study.

Mr Penders. — (NL) I must say that I am extremely
disappointed by that answer.

Does the Commission not agree with me that it is a
great pity not to make use of this possibility to lend
fresh impetus to the European Community? The
specific character of the terrorist attacks in Bologna,
Antwerp, Paris and Munich clearly shows that they
were attacks against European society as a whole. I
would also refer you to the discussion on the report by
Mr Hahn which asks for emphasis to be placed on the
European context. There is a new opportunity in this
area and Mr Burke’s reply has shown that the oppor-
tunity has unfortunately been allowed to pass. Does
the Commission not share my regret that this should
be so?

Mr Burke. — While not minimising in any way the
importance of the matters raised by the honourable
Member, I would point out that the Commssion does
not and cannot direct the European schools to devote
more time to courses in social and civic education. The
European schools are founded on an intergovernmen-
tal protocol — the Statute of the European school —
which all Member States of the European Community
have signed and ratified. The Board of Governors, on
which all the Member States and Commission are
represented, is the supreme authority of the European
Schools, and it is not within the power of the Commis-
sion to make directives of any kind concerning them.
However, I would like to point out, as I have already
indicated in my reply, that the decision to introduce
cwvic and social education stems from the report and
‘resolution of the European Parliament dated 5 June
1975. Secondly, I would like to point out that the
Board of Governors is regularly informed of questions
posed by honourable Members concerning European
schools and indeed of the replies given by the

Commission. I would therefore think that it is suffi-
cient that this debate will be drawn to the attention of
the Board of Governors so that the statements made
both by the honourable Members and by the Commis-
sion can be given attention.

Mrs Boot. — (NL) Like the previous speaker, I find
it a great pity that the Commission cannot give more
information and has confined itself to this simple obser-
vation. [ should particularly like the Commission to
turn its attention to the subject of lessons focusing on
European civics but I understand the Commission’s
answer that it obviously cannot give directives to
schools; I should however like to hear from the
Commission whether it is willing to report more regu-
larly to the European Parliament on this.

Mr Burke. — I would not wish to bind my successor
by the responsibilities we have assumed for the
remaining two months, but I am sure that whoever
takes up this responsibility will note the request made
by the honourable Member and that, on the basis of
resolutions and debates, these matters can be discussed
for the future. There is no unwillingness on the part of
the Commission to respond on these matters.

President. — Question No 20, by Mr Davern
(H-482/80):

Will the Commsission take immediate steps to avert a
crisis situation for farmers in Ireland where estimates
indicate that more than 50 % of farms of all kinds prod-
uced a family farm income in 1979 of less than IR
£2000?

Mr Natali, Vice-President of the Commission. — (I) As
you know the Community has taken a series of special
structural measures to improve the situation of agricul-
tural incomes in the disadvantaged regions of Ireland.
The Commission is now preparing its agricultural
price proposals for the 1981-82 marketing year and
these proposals will take account of the falling income
of farmers not only in Ireland but throughout the
Community.

Of course this decline in incomes is only one of the
many factors to be taken into account. The Commis-
sion will give consideration to the situation of the agri-
cultural markets taking into account also the need to
remain within the limits of the Community budget.

Mr Davern. — I would like to thank the Commis-
sioner for the non-answer. I would ask him whether
he is aware that Irish farming incomes are now less
proportionately than they were before membership of
the EEC? Is he aware that I was not asking specifically
and solely about the more backward areas, as he
referred to them, but to all areas of farming income
today? Would the Commission consider, in view of
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the serious plight that Irish agriculture finds itself in,
dropping the co-responsibility levy for all farmers in
disadvantaged, unfavourable and hill areas as a gesture
of its good will and a recognition of the severely low
incomes of these people?

Mr Natali. — (/) The honourable Member’s pro-
posal is not acceptable to the Commission. I would
however remind you that the Commission is perfectly
aware of the situation of agriculture in Ireland and —
as I said earlier — approved a series of Community
structural measures in June 1980.

Mr de Courcy Ling. — Is the Commissioner aware
that although many of us in this House sympathize
very strongly with the difficulues of agricultural
communities in the Irish Republic, Scotland, Brittany
and the south of Italy, there does seem now to be a
very strong case for taking part of the social burthen
of the common agricultural policy out of the common
agricultural policy altogether and into the Social
Fund? Will the Commissioner assure us that he will
recommend to the new Commission that this matter be
considered in the context of budgetary reform which
all of us, if we are honest, know must come when the
existing own resources of the Community are
exhausted in the course of 1981 or 1982?

Mr Natali. — (I) Mr Davern has clearly highlighted
the problem. He knows that the Commission must
submit proposals by June 1981. We shall obviously
recommend to the new Commission that it follows
certain policy lines indicated by him.

Mr Welsh. — Important as the farmers of Ireland
and indeed elsewhere are, they do still represent a
minority of Community citizzens. Would the
Commissioner therefore assure us that the Commis-
sion, inspired by a constant regard for the interests of
all the people in Europe, will work for a better balance
in the budget and not do anything to increase agricul-
tural spending which might throw that budget further
out of balance?

Mr Natali. — (I) The Commission intends to
respond to these specific needs and not to open at this
stage a debate on agriculture and on the budget which
quite obviously cannot be covered in the three minutes
at my disposal.

President. — Question No 21, by Mr Remilly
(H-483/80):

How can the Commission justify the reductuon of the
already small import levy on New Zealand butter when
the Community has a large buuter surplus?

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(D) The levy on New Zealand butter is intended to
bridge the gap between the import price of
New Zealand butter fixed by the Council and the price
at which this butter is sold on the British market. The
import price, on the basis of which this levy is calcu-
lated, was raised in October this year. At the same
time the levy, i.e. the difference between the increased
import price and the selling price on the British
market, was not reduced by the same amount. That
would have been possible but was not done. It follows
that Community preference has not been reduced.

I consider it particularly important in this context that
New Zealand should have declared its readiness to
reduce by 20 000 tonnes the quantity of butter which it
could have delivered in this calendar year. By this
means New Zealand has made a not inconsiderable
contribution to the stability of the Community butter
market.

Mr Fanton. — (F) What is the cost of the reduction
in the levy as determined from the agreements which
the Commission has proposed to New Zealand, i.e. the
importation of 19 000 tonnes with a reduced levy rate?
What loss of revenue does this represent for the
Community?

\

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) We have to make a rather
complicated calculation to answer that. Allowance
must be made firstly for the change in the levy and
secondly for the smaller need, resulting from the
smaller quantity of 20 000 tonnes, to cover exports by
refund resources from the Community. This too, is
not an absolute figure but depends on the world
market price and on the exact level of the refunds
granted by us. If the whole operation is worked out
for a refund price of, say, 150 EUA per 100 kg, this
would entail an additional cost of some 20 million
EUA for the Community — but I repeat the calcula-
tion involves a number of variables.

Mr Welsh. — Would the Commissioner confirm that
since the proposed New Zealand quota is actually less
than 4 ¥2% of total Community production of butter,
the effect of New Zealand imports on the Community
surplus is only of marginal significance?

Mr Haferkamp. — (D) Our agricultural policy
contains no aspects of marginal significance. If I may
say so everything is of central significance. We shall
have to see in this connexion how much we in the
Community can sell on the world market. This year
the quantity will be about 350 000 tonnes as against
300 000 tonnes in 1979. These two figures already
show the relatively large but nevertheless only relative
significance of the 20 000 tonnes.
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President. — Question No 22, by Mr Doublet
(H-484/80):

Is the Commission not disturbed at the fact that certain
countries have announced a halt in motorway construc-
tion when increased public investment is needed to stimu-
late economuc activity?

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The answer
to this question should be seen, in a sense, as a contin-
uation of the question and answer exchange on Ques-
tion 17 on the Channel link. The Commission’s trans-
port infrastructure policy is aimed at helping the
Member States to provide the facilities necessary to
meet the future social and economic needs of the
Community. To this end the Commission has put
forward several proposals, particularly a draft regula-
tion, for financial assistance for projects that can be
shown to be of Community interest. The downturn in
development that the Community is currently experi-
encing reinforces the need to overcome problems in
infrastructure development.

However, 1 believe that temporary difficulties should
not be allowed to swamp the need to think of the
future. I hope and believe that the Member States will
look at both aspects in carefully weighing the level of
public sector expenditure against the requirement to
continue essential work upon infrastructures. As the
Commission’s study on bottlenecks made clear, consi-
derable problems exist even in today’s network, and
recovery in levels of economic activity will add to
these. A general cessation of new works to remove
bottlenecks will have serious consequences for the
future. I do not think that this situation has yet been
reached, but the slow-down in activity experienced in
a number of States gives grounds for concern and
strengthens the case for a positive development of
action at Community level.

Mr Doublet. — (F) At a time when we hear talk of
restrictions in the use of energy resources it seems
paradoxical to me to put questions about the policy for
the construction of motorways. But I think that we
must not sacrifice our medium and long-term needs to
short-term considerations and I believe this is one area
in which a long time elapses between the design, deci-
sion and commissioning phases.

Moreover this problem is very important as regards its
consequences for employment which are our major
concern, especially as, for the most part, the decisions
come from the public authorities and there is thus a
perfectly satisfactory and useful way of remedying the
distortion between supply and demand which exists at
present.

The Commissioner told us that he had made a
proposal and that the Commission was looking into
the matter. That is of course true, but we want far
more immediate and precise practical action. I should

very much like to know what measures, other than the
Commission’s proposals which do not seem to have
been put into practice, could be taken perhaps at
Council level, since if the Council adopts a position
that must lead to a distribution of appropriations and
show the real wishes of the Member States, the
Commission and the Council. I therefore hope that the
Commussioner will indicate to us exactly how he
stands on the matter of motorways, whether he wishes
the crisis to continue or not?

Mr Burke. — I agree that there has been a down-
turn in the activity. Unfortunately, as I explained on
Question 17 and again just now, the Community’s
policy does not allow it to enter into all the activity
which is properly the domain of Member States. It is
only into those large routes, which are deemed to be
of Community interest, that we would offer a
Community policy and the promise of Community
help. But I would indicate to the honourable Member
that under the decision of February 1978, to which I
have referred on a number of occasions in the House,
the Commisston is required to be informed of major
projects of Community interest. We are also informed,
under Regulation 1108, of the total investment that
has taken place on infrastructure for the three land
modes of transport, and this is a subject of an annual
report to the Council.

Now the action we can take as a Community is a
different matter, and I have already explained on a
number of occasions, and again here this evening, that
we are limited as to the amount of action we can take.
However, the decision of 20 February 1978, allows,
and indeed requires, the Commission to inform the
Council regularly, that is at least every 3 years, on the
work of the Infrastructure Committee and on the
plans and programmes of the Member States in the
field of transport infrastructure. This report would be
an appropriate means of informing the Council of any
serious shortcomings in infrastructure planning. The
information supplied by Member States on their plans
could be compared with the estimates of future needs
prepared by the Commission as part of its research
programme.

So I am in agreement with the main thrust of the
supplementary question asked by the honourable
Member. The down-turn in economic activity,
coupled with high rates of inflation, has led some
countries to seek economies in public sector expendi-
ture and this has, unfortunately, resulted in some
cutbacks in infrastructure programmes. However, we
need, as I have said already, to balance the needs of
short-term monetary management with the long-term
need to coordinate the growth of output and transport
infrastructure. Only in this way will the worst effects
of stop-go investment policy be avoided. However the
main action here is for the Member States; we, in the
present state of Community legislation, must simply
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allow ourselves to act as a stimulus to them to get on
with the good work.

Mr van Minnen. — (NL) I wish to put a direct ques-
tion even through the thrust is quite different from
that of Mr Doublet’s original question and Commis-
sioner Burke’s answer. Does the Commission not
degret the disappointment expressed in this question
by Mr Doublet and above all by the manner in which
the question has been framed? Does the Commission
not share the view that the question as to whether
motorways should be built is not so much one of a
short-term economic nature as was the case with the
Channel tunnels, bridges, islands and cableways
referred to in Question 17; is it not on the contrary
true that a realization has now come about that the
construction of motorways is no longer desirable from
the angle of environmental policy?

Mr Burke. — The Commission does not look with
any great pleasure on any down-turn of economic
activity particularly, speaking as Transport Commis-
sioner, in the field of transport infrastructure. But I do
not think that the environmental difficulties outlined
by the honourable Member are the real difficulties
where this question 1s concerned. I think it is a ques-
tion of economic down-turn generally. I have not any
great evidence that there is a substantial body of public
opinion throughout the Community opposed to
motorways on environmental grounds.

Mr Patterson. — To what extent will the Commis-
sion put pressure on the national governments to alter
their priorities in motorway building in return for
Community funds? As an example, and following the
Commissioner’s visit to the county of Kent in the
United Kingdom, to what extent would he put pres-
sure on the United Kingdom to complete the M20
motorway which is an essential link between London
and the Channel ports and must be regarded as a
Community, rather than a national, priority?

Mr Burke. — It would not, I think, be appropriate
for me to put pressure on the United Kingdom
Government, except to the extent that they might be
persuaded of the public interest of the matter by the
visit which I made to the area. I think that we may see
a resumption of work in the not too distant future
because of the eminently suitability of the link ques-
tion. But I would ask the honourable Member not to
pressure me into pressurizing Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment.

Mr Moreland. — Mr President, in view of this very
pertinent question, and indeed in view of past state-
ments by this Parliament on transport infrastructure
policy, can the Commissioner give us an assurance
that, at the Transport Council meeting on Decem-

ber 4, he will put in very strong terms his belief and
our belief, that, at this time of economic recession, it is
extremely important for the Council to give priority to
measures which will stimulate the economy of Europe;
that improving the transport infrastructure of the
Community is clearly one of them; that it is about time
the Council got off its backside on transport infra-
structure and, indeed, that it is about time the Council
got off its backside on implementing the Treaty of
Rome’s provisions on a common transport policy.

Mr Burke. — I shall continue to advocate the instal-
lation of a transport infrastructure policy for Europe
at the Transport Council.

Mr Albers. — (NL) Is it not particularly necessary at
a time of increasingly short oil supplies to advocate an
improvement in our railway system and in the network
of inland waterways to ensure that energy can be
saved in the transport sector?

Mr Burke. —'As the honourable Member knows, I
have before the Commission at the moment a paper on
railway policy which I hope will see the light of day in
the not too distant future. I agree with him about the
suitability of inland waterways as a means of saving
energy.

Mr Purvis. — Returning to the original question
which indicated that in times of financial stringency
one of the first things to go usually seems to be capital
expenditure on motorways, has the Commission
undertaken, or does it intend to undertake, some sort
of estimate of the energy-saving factors, the safety
factors, the economic factors and the environmental
factors involved in using motorways rather than ordi-
nary congested roads, that might make it economical
even in difficult financial times to justify motorway
construction?

Mr Burke. — The direction of the Commission’s
policy in this matter takes into account, on a continu-
ing basis, all the factors mentioned by the honourable
Member.

President. — In the absence of its author, Question
No 23 will receive a written answer.!

Quesuon No 24, by Mr Clement (H-486/80):

Has the Commission noted the conclusions of the FAO’s
emergency meeting on the food-supply situaton in
Africa® Are its conclusions consistent with the Commis-
sion’s policy on food aid?

1 See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of 19 November

1980.
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Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — The
Commission was represented at the meeting FAO on
the food situation in Africa on 19 September 1980 to
which the honourable Member refers and also at the
follow-up meeting on 17 October 1980. In general it
agrees with the conclusions of the meetings and with
the plan of action proposed by FAO.

As regards food aid in particular, there is no diver-
gence between the above conclusions and the philoso-
phy of the Commission, that is to say, coordination by
FAO and the World Food Programme, accelerated
deliveries of food aid already committed and the
possibility of additional food aid to African countries
most affected. The Commission is examining this last
point, that is the additional food aid, as a matter of
urgency and should be presenting appropriate propos-
als very shortly.

Mr Clément. — (F) I should like the Commission to
explain to me how its position is compatible with that
adopted by the Council on the development aid
budget.

I understand that the Council is shortly to meet in
Brussels — for the first time since the beginning of the
year — to take a number of decisions on development,
particularly as regards food aid to developing coun-
tries. What position does the Commission expect the
Council to take in light of the sweeping cuts made by
it to the development and cooperation section of the
budget?

Mr Burke. — The answer which I have given outlines
the policy of the Commission in regard to these
matters. I do not think that I should, in this very deli-
cate matter, try to anticipate the outcome of the
discussion, much as one could speculate about it. I
hope for a good result in that regard, but [ would not
wish to be pressed in anticipation of that result.

President. — The first part of Question Time is
closed.!

13. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow,
Tuesday, 18 November 1980 at 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.with
the following agenda:

— Joint debate on the Commission statement of
14 October 1980 on the Baduel Glorioso report, on an
oral question to the Commission and on the Martinet
report on the situation in the iron and steel industry

— von Alemann report on the siting of nuclear power
stations in frontier regions

— Oral question with debate to the Commission, on the
supply of o1l for the Community from the Middle East

— Schmid report on biomolecular engineering

— Ferri report on the right of residence of nationals of
Member States

— 3 p.m. Voting time
The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 8.05 p.m.)

! See Annex to the Report of Proceedings of 19 November

1980.



30

Debates of the European Parliament

ANNEX

Commission action on opinions delivered by the European Parliament
at the October 1980 part-session

1 As agreed with the Bureau of Parliament, the Commussion informs Members at the beginning of
each part-Session by way of consultation of the action it has taken on the opinions delivered at the
previous part-Session.

2. At its October part-Session the European Parliament adopted twelve opinions on Commission
proposals in response to Council requests that 1t be consulted.

3. At this part-Session Parliament discussed ten reports and delivered favourable opinions or did not
ask for formal amendment in the case of the following proposals:

Report by Mr Clinton on the Regulation on the determination of import duties for mixtures and
assortments;

Reports by Mr Ligios on the Decision introducing financial action by the Community for the eradica-
von of African swine pest in Sardinia;

Report by Mrs Barbarella on two proposals, one for speeding up agricultural development in less-
favoured areas of Northern Ireland and the other on the marketing of eggs, poultrymeat, cereals and
cattle feeds in Northern Ireland;

Report by Mrs Cresson on the Directive on developing agriculture in the French overseas depart-
ments;

Proposal for a Decision adopting a Euratom and EEC programme in the field of scientific and techni-
cal training;

Proposal for a Decision on the protection of the Rhine against chemical pollution;

Proposal for a Decision amending Council Decision 78/384/EEC adopting a multiannuyal research
and development programme in the field of paper and board recycling (indirect action);

Proposal for a Regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No 337/79 on the common organization of
the market in wine;

Proposal for a Decision on European Social Fund operations t6 assist textile and clothing workers,
migrant workers, persons affected by employment difficulties (young peopie under 25) and women;

Proposal for a Directive amending Directives 70/457/EEC and 70/458/EEC on the common cata-
logue of varieties of agricultural plant species and on the marketing of vegetable seed.

4. In two cases the European Parliament asked the Commission to amend its proposals under the
second paragraph of Article 149 of the Treaty and adopted amendments which the Commission said
it was prepared to accept in part.

Report by Mr Fischbach on the Directive on the taking-up and pursuit, as regards credit insurance, of the
business of direct insurance other than life assurance

Here the Commission 1s re-drafting the proposal for a Directive under the second paragraph of Arti-
cle 149 of the Treaty. The new text will incorporate most of the amendments proposed. In view of the
complexity of the questions involved, particularly with regard to Article 1 on export credit insurance
and the manner in which the equalization reserve is to be calculated, the Commission is obliged to
hold certain talks before adopting a final position.

Report by Mr Muntingh on the Regulation on common arrangements to apply in respect of
‘ imports of whale products

An amended proposal taking account of the amendments proposed by Parliament is under prepara-
uon and is to be sent to the Council and the European Parliament shortly.

5. The Commussion took the oportunity to inform Parliament of the assistance it had granted disas-
ter victims since the previous part-Session
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(a) Financial aid

The decision had been taken to grant 150 000 EUA to Grenada to repair damage caused by the
hurricane Allen.

One million EUA had been made available to refugees in Djibouti following a worsening of their
situation.

One million EUA had been granted to Algeria following the earthquake in El Asnam.
(b) Emergency food aid

The Commission had decided to grant emergency food aid to two countries.

"I:l'us involved:

500 t of powdered milk and 300 t of butter-oil for Peru where the North of the country was
suffering terrible drought;

5000 t of cereals, 500 t of powdered milk, 200 t of butter-oil and 450 t of legumes and a quantity
of baby-food still to be determined, corresponding to 400 000 EUA, for the victims of the earth-
quake in Algeria.

6. The Parliament also gave its views on two Commission documents in reports by

Mr O’Connell on the Commission communication on a Community action programme for consu-
mers,

Mr Pearce on the Commission communication concerning guidelines for the Generalized Scheme of
Tariff Preferences for the period after 1980.

During the discussions the Commission expressed its opinion in detail on the Parliament’s suggestions
and wishes.

7. The Commission also gave its position and explained its point of view during the discussions on:

the report by Mr Rumor on preparations for the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe,

two reports by Mr von Wogau on the achievement of customs union and technical and administrative
barriers to trade,

the report by Mr Schwartzenberg on competition restrictions in air transport,

the report by Mr Hoffmann on developing air transport services and on civil aviation,
the report by Mr Jurgens on Community aid for rice for sowing,

three resolutions on the natural disaster in the plain of Albenga,

a resolution on the floods in France,

a resolution on the earthquakes in Algeria,

the report by Mr Dankert on the measures to assist the Untted Kingdom,

a resolution on terrorist attacks in Europe,

a resolution on the disappearance of little girls, channelled into prostitution, from refugee camps in
South-East Asia,

a resolution on the conflict between Iran and Iraq,

the report by Mr Gillot on right of establishment for architects.
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IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President
(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments?

The minutes are approved.

2. Statement from the Legal Affairs Committee

(continuation)

President. — Mr Ferri has asked to be allowed to
make an important statement.

I call Mr Ferri.

Mr Ferni, chairman of the Legal Affairs Committee.
— (I) Madam President, I thank you for giving me
the opportunity for an announcement which I consider
it my duty to make before the Parliament in plenary
sitting. I would have liked to do this yesterday, but I
was unavoidably detained and thus unable to be
present at the beginning of the sitting.

As you will recall, on 14 December 1979 Parliament
decided to initiate legal proceedings in the Court of
Justice, seeking to invalidate a regulation which the
Council had adopted without a parliamentary opinion.
The regulation concerns isoglucose and can be found
in case 139/79. The Court of Justice gave its decision
last 29 October, and this decision has an important
bearing on the role and function of Parliament.

I would like to quote in full three paragraphs of the
substantive part of the judgment which are of particu-

lar importance to us. The first has to do with the
admissibility of the Parliament’s intervention, an
admissibility contested by the Council. The Court
rejected the Council’s plea and admitted our appeal,
declaring in paragraph 19 — I quote the French text
of the deciston:

‘The first line of this article’ — Article 37 of the
Protocol on the Statute of the Court of Justice — ‘lays
down the same right of intervention for all the institu-
tions of the Community. The exercise of this right on
the part of one of the institutions cannot be curtailed
without impairing its institutional position under the
Treaty, in particular paragraph 1 of Article 4°.

This implies the recognition of Parliament for all
purposes through its inclusion under the term ‘institu-
tions’. It is an extremely important point, in my
opinion, because it allows our institution to intervene
directly, when it is appropriate and politically expe-
dient, in cases of legislative inertia on the part of the
Council or the Commission. Such action would be
based on Article 175 of the Treaty, which contains the
same formula: “The Member States and the other
institutions of the Community may bring an action
before the Court...”. Now the Court has recognized
that Parliament is included among the institutions in
all respects, and any limitation on the exercise of its
rights in this area would be arbitrary and in violation
of the Treaties.

Finally, the substance of the decision, which has to do
with our consultative function, is expressed in para-
graphs 34 and 35:

‘The consultation stipulated in Article 43, paragraph 2,
line 3, as in other parallel provisions of the Treary,
enables Parliament to effectively participate in the
legislative process of the Community. This right is
essential to the institutional balance laid down in the
Treaties. It reflects at the Community level — if only
on a limited scale — a fundamental democratic princi-
ple whereby the peoples participate through an assem-
bly of their representatives in the exercise of sovereign
authority. The regular consultation of Parliament in
the cases set down in the Treaties is an essential proce-
dural requirement and action taken without respecting
that requirement must of necessity be invalid. It should
be specified that the respect of this requirement implies
the expression of its opinion by Parliament, and that
the requirement cannot be satisfied merely when the
Council' has requested this opinion. The Council
therefore has acted wrongly in referring to “consulta-
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tion” of the Assembly in the introduction to regulation
No 1293/79.

In its regulation the Council had, as the Court
mentions, referred to ‘the previous consultation of the
Assembly’ without the Assembly’s having been able to
express its opinion.

Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, I believe that
this decision of the Court, which is the Community
institution whose task is precisely to see that the trea-
ties are fully respected, sanctions the fundamental
character of our consultative role in the legislative
process of the Community. It is a limited role, since it
involves consultation and not true legislative power,
but an essential one nonetheless. Its importance to the
institutional balance laid down in the treaties and to
the principle of democratic participation through
direct representatives of the people was perfectly
underlined in this decision by the Court of Justice.

The implications that arise from this decision can, in
my opinion, be significant. The committee over which
I have the honour to preside is, with the authorization
of the Bureau, preparing an own initiative report on
the problems of the consultation procedure, and the
decision quoted above furnishes a solid point of depar-
ture for our work.

I believed it to be my duty to inform Parliament
directly concerning this decision so that there will be a
record of it in our debates, and also because the
mandate that I carried out as rapporteur of the
Committee on Legal Affairs was given parliamentary
approval. I am pleased, therefore, that the Court’s
decision has fully demonstrated the validity and
fundamental importance of our arguments.

3. Documents received

President. — I have received various documents, a
list of which you will find in the minutes of this sitting.

4. Membership of committees

President. — I have received from the Socialist
Group a request that Mr Fich be appointed a member
of the Joint Parliamentary Committee of the

EEC-Turkey Association to replace Mrs Gredal.
Are there any objections?

The appointment is ratified.

5. Situation in the iron and steel industry

President. — The next item is the joint debate on:

— the situation in the iron and steel industry, further to
the statement by Mr Jenkins, President of the
Commission, on 14 October 1980;

— the report by Mrs Baduel Glorioso, on behalf of the
Comnmittee on Social Affairs and Employment, on the
closure of the Consett steelworks (Doc. 1-463/80);

— the oral question with debate by Mr Deleau and
others, on behalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats, to the Commission on urgent
measures to cope with the serious situation in the iron
and steel industry (Doc. 1-516/80);

— the report by Martinet, on behalf of the Committee on
External Economic Relations, on EEC-United States
relations in the steel sector (Doc. 1-565/80).

I call Mrs Baduel Glorioso.

Mrs Baduel Glorioso, rapportenr. — (I) Madam
President, ladies and gentlemen, in presenting this
report in the name of the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment on the closing of the Consett steel
works 1 would like to begin with some statistics
concerning the extraordinary nature of the current
situation in the county of Devonshire, where the
Consett steel works are located.

This region now has the highest unemployment rate in
England: 166 %; 3 600 people were laid off when the
steelworks closed on 10 September, and these lay-offs
in turn have resulted or will result in unemployment
for 10 000 more workers. There is an indirect unem-
ployment; in the month of October there were 5262
applications for 81 available posts. It is estimated that
in December the inflation rate in the Consett area will
climb to 28 %, but local authorities forecast that in the
course of the coming year the rate will reach an incre-

dible 50 %.

It is evident that the unemployment spiral set off in
Consett is a typical one which is in no way peculiar to
that region. Consett closes, and immediately after-
wards the second local firm, a company dealing in
automobile parts, closes in its turn, laying off 1250
workers; a toy factory has already reduced its staff
from 400 to 40. The basic pattern resembles that
already illustrated in Lorraine and is typical of regions
dependent upon a single industry: the entire zone,
including entrepreneurs, small businesses, and trades-
men, is finally sucked into the morass of economic
stagnation provoked by the closing of the region’s
principal industrial centre.

I can now say, with a satisfaction you can well under-
stand, that the Economic and Social Committee is also
looking into the situation at Consett. A year ago the
committee’s regional section visited Lorraine, and a
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few weeks ago it was in Consett. It has already
approved an opinion requesting particular intervention
from the Regional Fund, together with related
programmes. Today our Assembly in plenary sitting is
turning its attention to Consett, and 1 think no one
will object if, in the overall context of the steel indus-
try crisis in the Community and the larger crisis in
Community economy and production in general, we
examine the particular case of a single company in one
of the Member States. The Parliament should not only
interest itself in such serious and typical cases, as it is
doing, but it should also support the principle of Euro-
pean solidarity by making its presence felt and its voice
heard; by speaking — as I and others have done in
Consett and will do again on other occasions — to
workers of other nationalities, of other countries, and
of other groups. This is the second interesting charac-
teristic of our initiative: the signatories of the resolu-
ton which forms the basis for the work of the
Committee on Social Affairs include not only the local
parliamentary representative, Mr Boyes, but also all
the Members from the British Labour Party, two
German Socialist members, to Dutch members, and
finally myself, an Italian member of the Communist
group. The issue has been taken up by a combination
of forces which we must define as belonging to the
European Left, a coalition which represents not only a
feeling of solidarity with a particular and limited situa-
tion but also a conquest over the egotistical and
nationalistic elements which weigh so heavily on all of
us. I am convinced that the case is our common
responsibility, all the more because it involves unem-
ployment, the most serious risk that exists for a
worker. '

As before in Lorraine, we are today faced with the
complete absence of any adequately projected conver-
sion plan, and this lack has produced an uncontrolled
and spontaneous restructurization. I am sorry that
Commissioner Davignon is not here today, for at the
beginning of last year we had a live debate on Belgian
television: it was at the time of the Lorraine crisis, and
I asked him — I was then filling another position — if
he thought that this unplanned industrialization, this
spontaneous capitalism, was beneficial. It certainly had
no positive effects in France, where it cost jobs, nor in
South Korea, where French entrepreneurs had
invested in a steel works where labour costs were lower
due to the situation in the developing countries, and
kept lower by a military dictatorship whose army fired
on workers who wanted to strike for higher wages. I
said the same in reference to Lorraine, and it is not
necessary to repeat it in regard to the United King-
dom.

The Commission predicts the loss of 150 000 jobs in
1980. Dramatic situations such as that in Consett will
foreseeably multiply in single industry regions. Faced
with these enormous problems, what does the
Commission do? It responds by funding 10 000 jobs
for 1981, with an interest rate subsidy of around 25
million EUAs, when at least 45 million EUAs are

necessary to provide 15 000 new jobs. I am well aware
that last year the 45 million EUAs were not all spent
due to an insufficient number of applications, but let
us ask ourselves the reason for this bureaucratic
incompetence or this inability to open the European
channels for those in need or for those able to invest
and create new jobs. Otherwise, the conclusion is
always the same: this spontaneous restructurization,
with its lack of any rational basis, is always paid for in
the end by the worker.

The situation is becoming dramatic. The European
Labour Union Institute announces on the basis of its
investigations that if no counter-measures are taken,
there will be 10 800 000 unemployed in the Commu-
nity and 14 900 000 unemployed in the rest of Western
Europe by 1985. These are incredible figures, and
intolerable because of the justifiable social tensions
they create. On the other hand, we do not ask that
unprofitable businesses be maintained, nor that the
problem be dealt with only in terms of alleviatory
social measures and early retirement: we do not
request only these measures because they are only
necessary at the moment of the crisis, when jobs are
lost. The Peters report should be approved by the
Council of Ministers; the 112 million we obtained as
the Social Committee for the invocation of Article 56
in the iron and steel sector must be available for use.
These are certainly necessary measures, but they do
not affect the essential problem. I met with the Works
Council at Consett, whose chairman was 35 years of
age, and even if some of his colleagues, who were
50-55, were satisfied with the early retirement pension
and the not inconsiderable sum of money they receive
upon dismissal, the young workers are rather asking
for another job. A young man asked me: ‘Can the
European Parliament tell me where, in what sector
and in what part of England I can find work? Silence
was my only response, for to answer honestly I would
have had to tell this worker that his only prospects of
employment were in Australia or Canada.

For these reasons, although not neglecting the neces-
sary social measures, the report I now present is
addressed especially to the governments and to the
Commission, and calls upon their sense of responsibil-
ity in this matter. They should act to ensure progress
not only in the traditionally backward regions, like
Southern Italy, but also in regions which, like Lorraine
yesterday and like Devonshire today, are stricken by
the crisis and driven back to a preindustrial level,
despite large resources in managerial ability, industrial
capacity, labour, professional training, etc.

We urge the governments to coordinate the layoffs
with plans for economic conversion to provide alterna-
tive employment in newly-created fields of activity.
We ask the Commission to intervene with all the
financial means at its disposal to create incentives for
entrepreneurs and encourage new investments. We
also ask the Commission, however, to indicate which,
in the context of its North-North and North-South
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negotiations, are sectors where the Community can
further develop its productive activity, provide jobs,
and find new means to increase employment.

Mr President, in conclusion I would like to quote a
pathetic inquiry made to me by the workers of
Consett: “We followed Professor Friedman’s rules’ —
strangely enough, the workers of Consett are familiar
with these rules, for they were able to list them
correctly: increase in production, cooperation with the
company, all efforts made to guarantee the profitabil-
ity of the business — ‘but what good did it do us’? In
my opinion it would have been better, not only for the
workers of Consett but also for the European govern-
ments, to follow the guidelines of Professor Galbraith
who just a few days ago was still stressing the need for
a planned economy, and not only as a hope for the
future but as a present reality which is in general
taking the place of the laws of the marketplace. Such a
system demands an active, not a passive, commitment,
and therefore presupposes an ability on the part of the
governments to exert control over the economic situa-
tion.

President. — [ call Mr Deleau.

Mr Deleau. — (F) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, by tabling an oral question with debate to
the Commission of the European Communities,
pursuant to Rule 47 of the Rules of Procedure, on
urgent measures to cope with the serious situation in
the iron and steel industry, the Group of European
Progressive Democrats seeks to open a wide-ranging
debate in our Assembly.

The crisis in the iron and steel industry is unfortun-
ately not a recent event, having its origins in the rapid
growth of investments which resulted in a substantial
increase in world steel production between 1946 and
1974. Since 1974 the crisis has accelerated.

The worsening of the international situation, which is
affecting the car and building industries and public
works in particular, has aggravated the situation in the
European iron and steel industry, which is very
dependent on the capital goods market. World
economic growth prospects point to an overall
decrease in the level of industrial investments. As a
supplier to the various industrial sectors, the iron and
steel industry is feeling the effects of this, which are
unfortunately likely to continue.

The situation has been further aggravated by the fact
that these last four years of stagnation, of anarchic
competition, of rapidly declining sales prices have had
serious financial and social consequences.

We have already said how absolutely essential it is to
go beyond these voluntary measures, which, although
necessary, are In our view inadequate. Certain steel

producers have not respected the voluntary Commu-
nity measures and have thus helped 1o speed up the
closure of major companies and the complete disap-
pearance of industry from various regions.

This crisis was predicable, and we can but regret the
delay in the introduction by the Community of the
necessary measures for which the ECSC Treaty prov-
ides. It may surprise you to hear a Liberal calling
today for intervention, while hoping that such action

will be temporary. The situation demands it.

In view of the economic and social tragedy to which
this crisis has given rise, doctrinal considerations must
be abandoned in favour of action to safeguard the
industry, to ensure it survives. As soon as the crisis
began, an ‘emergency plan’ should have been launched
and recourse should undoubtedly have been had to
Article 57 of the Treaty at the time the ‘Davignon
plan’ went into operation, because we are convinced
that more jobs would then have been saved than
endangered. This was one of the items in our platform
for the election of this Assembly by direct usiversal
suffrage.

But all that is in the past, and we can only say how
sorry we are. The Commission’s decision of 31 Octo-
ber, following on from the Council’s unanimous view
that Article 58 of the ECSC Treaty should be applied,
albeit belatedly, can only be endorsed.

It is an essenual decision. Since the summer of 1980
the European steel industry has witnessed a radical
decline in the demand for steel at both Community
and world level. This decline in demand has necessi-
tated an appreciable reduction in Community produc-
tion, which had to be properly organized if prices
were not to collapse. The impossibility of arriving at a
voluntary agreement among the producers had already
resulted in an average drop in prices by about 13 % in
September compared with the beginning of the year.

In the second quarter of 1980 it was no longer possible
to ensure that the delivery programmes established by
the Commission would be observed (they had been
exceeded by almost 20 % by one Member State). If
this situation had continued, the consequences would
have been tragic and, in certain cases, irreversible for
many companies and their workers.

The Commission was therefore forced to ask the
Council to agree to the introduction of a system of
steel production quotas for the companies in-the iron
and steel industry.

The Commission’s decision was not only essential: it
was desirable. My group had long been calling for
such action, and its chairman recently said: ‘In the
steel crisis action must be taken at the right level and
by effective means. In the case of the iron and steel
industry . . . the right level is objectively the Commu-
nity, and the effective means is Article 58.°
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In the light of these remarks, Parliament now calls on
from the Commission to provide additional informa-
tion on three points in particular:

The first concerns the Commission’s statement that,
while the quota system was in force, it would not
resort to action to restrict imports under Article 74 of
the Treaty. Does the Commission not feel that it is
thus depriving itself, from the outset, of an important
weapon in the negouations it will have to enter into
with certain countries outside the Community, all the
more 50 as some countries, Spain for example, have
not respected the agreements reached at the beginning
of this year.

The second point concerns the practical procedures
for fixing and monitoring the production quotas laid
down by the Commission. It is quite obvious that all
the Community’s iron and steel industries are affected
by the crisis. It is therefore equally obvious that the
restrictions in production must be shared equitably
among all the Member States. Can the Commission
reassure us and give us any information on this point?
The effectiveness of monitoring arrangements cannot
be assessed until the new system has been introduced
and is functioning. Parliament should therefore be
informed half-way through the implementation of the
anti-crisis plan.

Finally, none of these arrangements will have the
desired effect unless ambitious measures are taken at
social level. The inclusion of 112m EUA in the
Community budget to finance the readaptation of steel
workers is very important in this respect. It would be
unexpected to say the least if the Council did not
agree to this appropriation, which had the unanimous
support of this House.

In its desire to safeguard the jobs of thousands of steel
workers, my group urges the Commission and Council
to make rapid and generous use of the appropriate
funds to ensure the implementation of the back-up
social measures that are essential if jobs are to be saved
in a sector that has already been hard hit by restructur-

ing,.

Let us turn quickly to the external aspect. We must
again say in all seriousness that the present external
policy measures should be more restrictive, since we
find that certain third countries have not honoured the
commitments they have entered into with the Commu-
nity. Spain, it would appear, is a flagrant example.

In addition, the recent American statements on the
reintroduction of a high trigger price and of acceler-
ated procedures do little to alleviate our concern, all
the more so as we have very recently heard that the
United States intends to refuse to allow the import of
special French steels, even though they form part of a
pattern of traditional trade. I would ask the Commis-
sion what is the situation in this respect.

The internal arrangements for which Article 58 prov-
ides should therefore be supplemented by recourse to
Article 74 of the ECSC Treaty, which refers to exter-
nal arrangements which are more restrictive and there-
fore, in this specific case, more effective.

We feel that the combined application of Articles 58
and 74 of the Treaty alone will bring about an
improvement in this tragic situation, which is the
outcome of the recession and of restructuring.

We feel that, if employment in the steel sector is to be
improved, if the financial capacities of the companies
are to be restored, if the production capacities which
will prove necessary in the future are to be maintained,
these two articles must be applied together.

We also feel that, if this ‘dirigistic’ intervention takes
place at Community level — and for a limited period,
it is to be hoped — the Member States must also
pursue a voluntary and lasting national policy aimed at
resolving the steel crisis in the very near future.

After all, a state of manifest crisis must and can only
be temporary. A lasting improvement in the situation
will stem from the application of the Treaty through
the introduction of restrictive measures and also
through the acceptance by the Member States of
objectives which must be achieved, by their agreeing
to act in solidarity and in a spirit of loyalty one to the
other.

But do we want — and I am coming to the end of my
statement now — Europe to be credible in this situa-
tion? If so, and it is what we want, there must be no
more mistakes made in bringing the restructuring of
the iron and steel industry to a successful conclusion
and in eliminating the anxiety of the workers in this
sector and removing the burden of unemployment
from our economies. Those in positions of responsibil-
ity in the Community, at all levels, must act without
delay and with strength in the sectors threatened by
the crisis before it is too late, because unfortunately
the crisis is not affecting the iron and steel sector
alone. At present economic growth is inadequate, and
the economic prospects are not favourable in either the
short or the medium term. With its 8 million unem-
ployed, the Community has no more time to lose. It
must draw up and introduce new measures to curb
unemployment and create jobs.

It will be for us, the politicians, to assess these
measures. This is the price Europe must pay to regain
sufficient credibility to put a stop to action that runs
counter to the general objectives for the steel sector,
and the European iron and steel industry has enough'
strength to overcome this crisis, to alleviate its effects
and to shorten it, and enough strength to overcome
the crises which threaten other sectors of the econ-
omy.
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Europe will thus give hope to those who are suffering
and who still want to look to the future.

President. — I call Mr Martinet.

Mr Martinet, rapporteur. — (F) Madam President,
among the various factors which are adding to the
difficulties now facing the European iron and steel
industry the decline in our exports to the American
market is having a not insignificant effect.

From January to September 1980, in other words in
the first nine months of this year, the Community
exported 2 867 m tonnes of iron and steel products to
the United States, as against 3 809 m tonnes in the
same period in 1979, meaning a loss of almost { m
tonnes.

We are told that this decline is due to the poor
economic situation in the United States. This is only
partly true. While we have suffered this loss of 1 m
tonnes, Japan’s exports to the United States in the
same period rose by 100000 tonnes from 4 575 m
tonnes to 4 675 m tonnes. Exports by other countries
such as Canada and Brazil undoubtedly decreased, but
to a lesser extent than our exports, falling from
4 300 m to 4 082 m tonnes between 1979 and 1980.

It is therefore completely wrong to say, as the
Commission has done, that our share of the market
has remained roughly the same. I have referred to
various sources: the American Iron and Steel Institute,
the employers’ federation of the French iron and steel
industry and the German iron and steel bureau and I
have noted three sets of figures relating to the period
from January to August 1980.

Firstly, imports accounted for 16-8 % of American
steel consumption during this period, as against
15-2 % in the same period last year. In other words,
imports accounted for a larger share of the American
market.

Secondly, Japan’s share rose from 5-5 to 6-9 %, that
of countries other than Japan and the Community
from 5 to 5-8 %, while the Community’s share fell
from 4.7 to 4-1 %. We are therefore the only ones to
have suffered a decline in our share of the market.

Thirdly, this decline did not make itself felt until May.
The situation at the beginning of the year was rela-
tively favourable. We suffered the greatest losses
during the period from May to September.

It is difficult not to see this phenomenon in the light of
an event which, at the time, rightly disturbed this
Parliament, the lodging by the US Steel Company on
21 March 1980 of an anti-dumping complaint against
15 European companies, followed by the suspension

by the American Administration of the trigger price
system.

A wwo-fold pressure — I am even tempted to say
two-fold blackmail — was then brought to bear by US
Steel on the American Administration and by the
American Administration on the European Commu-
nity. This major steel company set out to achieve a
relaxation of rules it considered to be a hindrance,
particularly as regards pollution, and it succeeded. For
the Administration it was a question of getting the
Community to accept the idea of an appreciable
reduction in our exports.

How did the European Parliament react at the time?
As you will recall, on 18 April we adopted a motion
tabled by Mr Donnez and on 10 July a resolution
tabled by the members of the Socialist Group, the
Group of the European People’s Party, the European
Democratic Group, the Liberal and Democratic
Group and the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats. In the meantime, the matter had been referred to
our various committees. What did the document of
10 July say? It refers to the agreement reached within
the OECD in 1977, which called on the United States
Government to request US Steel to withdraw its action
and to enter into negotiations with the Commission as
a matter of urgency.

The resolution of 10 July stressed the need to provide
for countermeasures in case the American Govern-
ment violated the provisions of GATT. This proposal
was in line with the Commission’s intentions, and Mr
Davignon had talks with the American Administration
on this subject during the summer. During these talks
he referred to the risk of a trade war if the anti-dump-
ing action brought by the United States was contin-
ued.

But the iron and steel debate has not been directly
linked to the objections rightly provoked by American
action in other sectors, and specifically the synthetic
fibre sector. The American decision was, as you know,
finally taken on 30 September 1980. On the same day
Mr Askew sent a letter to Mr Davignon informing him
of the withdrawal of US Steel’s complaint and of the
temporary introduction of a new trigger price, some
12 % higher than the old one, and of the establish-
ment of a procedure permitting the suspension of this
new trigger price if steel imports accounted for more
than 15-2 % of the American market or if the Ameri-
can steel industry as a whole was working at less than
87 % capacity. The Department of Trade then found
that there was a sudden explosion in imports of iron
and steel products and, after cortacting the govern-
ments of the countries in question, brought an anti-
dumping and anti-subsidy action based on the notion
of unfair competition.

At first glance, then, the situation which obtained in
1977, at the time when agreement was reached in the
OECD, and which, I would remind you, was the prin-
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cipal objective of the motion we adopted, has been
restored. But it cannot be ignored that since the spring
of 1980 the European industry has suffered serious
damage through the suspension of the trigger price
and the threat to its exports of the action brought by
US Steel. Much will again depend on the prices actu-
ally charged by American companies, which are
obviously not obliged to comply with the 12 %
increase in the trigger price. According to information
which I have and which I would ask the Commission
to confirm, prices on the American market have not
increased by a mere 3 to 4 %, but by 8 % where US
Steel is concerned. That is a considerable difference,
which is likely to be to the disadvantage of our
exports, of course.

What is striking in this affair is the unilateral nature of
the American decisions. Admittedly, there have been
contacts and discussions with Commission representa-
tives, whose viewpoint has been taken into account.
But at the end of the day the American Administration
has confined itself to informing Mr Davignon of the
measures that have been taken. Although the reply
from the Commissioner responsible for industrial
affairs to Mr Askew contains various observations and
thoughts, it still does not constitute a diplomatic docu-
ment. Everything is done as if American law applied to
the whole world. The United States declares its loyalty
to the principle of GATT, but it uses many different
forms of protectionism, as the French company Creu-
sot-Loire has just found to its cost. On the pretext that
it uses a small quantity of nickel of Cuban origin in the
manufacture of its special steels, these steels have just
been banned from the American market by a decision
of the American Treasury Department.

Allow me, Madam President, to make a brief personal
remark on this subject. If our countries regard them-
selves as friends and allies of the American people, we
must state very clearly one day — and with the same
firmness the new American Administration intends to
use — that friendship and alliance do not mean resig-
nation to hegemony. Because what is at stake is not
simply trade in industrial or agricultural products, but
jobs as well. The decline in our sales of steel to the
United States affects between 15 000 and 20 000 jobs
in Europe. Let us not forget that.

(Applause from the left)

I now come to the conclusions which your Committee
on External Economic Relations proposes you should
draw.

Firstly, we note with satisfaction that the objectives
which were approved by the majority of this Parlia-
ment and which the Commission took into account
have largely been achieved.

Secondly, we point out, however, that the European
iron and steel industry has suffered unquestionable
damage and that there can be no certainty that it will

in the near future regain the share of the United States
market it held before US Steel brought its action.

Thirdly, we are disturbed by the interpretation the
American Administration might give to certain para-
meters resulting in the opening of the anti-dumping
procedure, and we call on the Commission to keep a
very close watch on the implementation of the deci-
sions taken by the American Administration, without
ruling out the possibility of taking counteraction
should there be fresh signs of protectionism.

Fourthly — although this is not to be found in the
written text before you — we ask the Commission to
submit to us another report on this subject in 6 to 12
months’ time.

These four points are put to Parliament by the unani-
mous decision of the Committee on External
Economic Relations.

President. — 1 call Mr Glinne to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, on behalf of my group I should like to
begin by recalling our basic position.

The majority of my group favours the application of
Article 58. Firstly, because there has been a veritable
price war among the Community’s producers since the
collapse of Eurofer in July and because, if this situa-
tion continues, the iron and steel companies, whatever
their legal status — public, semi-public or private —
will suffer intolerable financial losses by the end of the
year. Secondly, because we are opposed to cartels and
therefore quite definitely support the provisions of the
two Treaties of Rome and Paris which in principle
prohibit agreements and similar understandings.
Finally, because we think it preferable for the public
authorities themselves to fix and control the produc-
tion quotas rather than seeing them established in the
deceptive guise of voluntary self-restraint agreements,
in other words, as the outcome of the confrontation
and of the power relationship among the producers.

But my group also feels, I would recall, that external
controls must be improved. We therefore feel that
account must be taken of all the possibilities offered by
Article 74 of the Treaty, which states that ‘the High
Authority is empowered to take any measure which is
in accordance with this Treaty .. .if it is found that
countries not members of the Community or under-
takings situated in such countries are engaging in
dumping or other practices condemned by the Havana
Charter’. The attitude, particularly of the United
States, which consists in charging dumping prices,
shows how essential it is to apply this article. Several
governments of the Community’s Member States,
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particularly those of the Benelux countries, call for its
application as a matter of urgency.

Madam President, on 31 October of this year the
Commission took various steps relating to the applica-
tion of Article 58. We endorse this action, even if we
are not entirely satisfied: the agreement reached,
which allows the Commission to impose quotas on
steel production in the EEC until June 1981, obviously
represents no more than a compromise and it also
provides for major derogations in respect of a large
number of products.

For example, the system of compulsory quotas does
not apply to tinplate (4 % of world production), rails
(1-2 %), liquid steels (1-7 %), half of the fine and
special steels (8 %) and large-diameter tubes for pipe-
lines, or about 20 % of total Community steel produc-
tion, although these products will continue to be
subject to statistical control and monitoring.

As regards special steels, it has been agreed that the
system of compulsory quotas should not apply to alloy
steels containing 5 % or more of other substances and
costing 30 % more than a corresponding normal steel.
Nor will the quota system apply to the output of
companies producing less than 6 000 tonnes of fine
and special steels per quarter.

Will the compromise finally reached by the Nine after
considerable difficulty and on a proposal from Mr
Davignon produce the expected results? The most
serious questions we must ask ourselves at the moment
are: Will orders pick up again? Will prices revert to a
more acceptable level? Will the companies, whatever
their status, as I have said — public, semi-public or
private — get out of the red and so be able to release

funds to help solve the social problems?

Two weeks after the decision to introduce quotas we
obviously feel it is still too early to assess the results. A
period of several months will have to pass before we
can see the effects on price and order levels. A watch
must also be kept on the application of the measures
introduced by the Commission, which must not hesi-
tate to impose sanctions if infractions occur. The
Socialist Group also supports the request by the ECSC
Consultative Committee to be regularly informed on
the application of these measures. In addition, we
propose that the Commission should report to Parlia-
ment every quarter on the development of the situa-
tion in the iron and steel sector. The first such report,
which should reach us on 1 January 1981, would thus
concern the last three months of this year.

It is also important to emphasize the social measures
being considered by the Council. While Article 58 has
been applied with retroactive effect, nothing has yet
been done in the social field. Whereas Article 56 of the
ECSC Treaty allows the introduction of certain social
measures, which I shall not enumerate — they can be
found in the Treaty — without a formal decision by

the Council, the same is not true of the measures
outlined in the Peters report adopted by the European
Parliament: early retirement, restriction of overtime,
adjustment of working conditions and hours, and the
introduction of an additional shift. We urge the Coun-
cil to strike a new balance in its policy on the iron and
steel industry and at long last to go beyond Article 56
of the ECSC Treaty and take all the necessary social
measures to reassure the workers in this sector, who
are rightly concerned about their future.

In this context, it is important that the special appro-
priation included in the draft budget for social
measures in the iron and steel industry, which was
approved by the European Parliament during its budg-
etary part-session, should be accepted by the Council
and entered in the 1981 budget as finally adopted.

Madam President, there is an urgent need to speed up
the modernization of the iron and steel companies and
to coordinate this modernization at Community level.
This modernization, which has been made necessary
by the profound changes in world iron and steel prod-
uction, must be brought to an early conclusion, with
scrupulous respect for the legitimate rights of all
workers. I repeat: of all workers, because in some
countries there have been rumours that the fate await-
ing the stee] workers differs according to whether they
are nationals of the country or migrant workers.
Modernization must be accompanied by a consider-
able effort to find new outlets for steel, particularly in
the building sector, or as a replacement for certain
plastic products, not to speak of a ‘revival’ of the
transport sector,

The whole of the European iron and steel industry is
quite obviously facing a crisis. This crisis affects tens
of thousands of workers. Everything must be done to
find a solution to this grave problem. The Socialist
Group has put forward various ideas and proposals. It
is against these ideas and proposals, which must be
taken together, that my group will be judging the
Commission, the Council and, not to be forgotten, the
governments of the Member States. We cannot be
satisfied with piecemeal measures. We want an overall
solution, since we are sure that, if this overall solution
is not found soon, thousands of workers will rightly
turn their backs on Europe. For many reasons that
would be extremely regrettable.

President. — I call Mr Ingo Friedrich to speak on
behalf of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democratic Group).

Mr I. Friedrich. — (D) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, on 30 October 1980 the Council of Minis-
ters unanimously decided to declare a manifest crisis in
the European steel industry. This opens the way for
the application of Article 58 of the ECSC Treaty,
which confers on the Commission powers otherwise
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unknown to a national minister. This decision also has
a historic dimension, since for the first time in the
history of the European Community a nationally
controlled compulsory cartel has been created at
European level.

We Christian Democrats have no objection at all to
the European institutions having greater power. Quite
the contrary: we are firmly convinced that many of the
problems crucial to the future of Europe, such as
energy supplies, safeguarding supplies of raw materials
and making a worthwhile contribution to world peace,
can be solved only if the Community has a greater
opportunity to exert influence. But no one will take it
amiss if in this specific case we react very sceptically to
the idea of drastic intervention in the economic
process by the State with compulsory arrangements
such as this cartel. We know from experience that such
measures usually cost the citizen a great deal of
money, delay necessary technological change, preserve
outmoded structures and ultimately eliminate jobs in a
particularly brutal fashion. In the long term only the
forces of the market, of competition, will ensure opti-
mal supplies to the citizens of Europe at reasonable
prices.

Despite these objections, the decision has been taken.
Any subsequent carping is a waste of time. We now
have to live with this decision and to make the best of
it.

Let me just say a word or two to the national govern-
ments in Europe, to our nine Member States: it is
simply unacceptable that all Europe’s successes,
unquestionable though they may be, should be
described and passed off as heroic deeds of the
governments in London, Rome, Paris, Bonn, Brussels,
Luxembourg and so on, while all the difficult, insolu-
ble problems are left to the Community institutions, so
that ‘those bureaucrats in Brussels’ can be accused of
not finding the solution. If this way of thinking
becomes fashionable among the public, nothing else
will work at European level, and many of the urgent
problems we face will not even be tackled. That means
certain death for Europe, and in addition, the national
governments are sawing through the branch on which
they themselves are sitting.

The course of events in the European steel crisis has
closely followed this pattern. The crisis initially esca-
lated as a result of the omissions of the national
governments to such an extent that intervention by the
European bodies became inevitable. The governments
slept through the time in summer when it would still
have been possible to avert the steel crisis by voluntary
means and thus to avoid this cartel.

{Interruption)

They all did, Mr Wagner. You can always pass the
buck like that.

Our peoples would have not future — and the
Community governments should take note of this — if
the national decision-makers consciously and against
their better judgment repeatedly created the impres-
sion that the Community is incapable of taking any
worthwhile decisions and that Europe only costs
money. Do these people really believe — and I mean
everyone, those in Rome just as those in Brussels —
that the elimination of the steel crisis would cost less at
national level? Or the agricultural policy? Everyone in
a position of responsibility knows that precisely the
opposite is the case. Quite apart from the fact that
national attempts at a solution would result in national
resentment, new protectionism, new rivalry involving
incalculable risks for us all.

The citizens of Europe must realize that an economic
and reasonable solution to many problems can be found
only at European level. We must not therefore allow
the national governments, with their egoism and their
pettiness, to run down Europe and so conceal their
own incompetence.

To conclude, I should once again like to emphasize
that we must make the best of the decision that has
now been taken. Firstly, it must be ensured that the
time limit of 30 June 1981 imposed on the steel cartel
by the decision is strictly observed. From 1 July 1981
there must again be free competition to ensure steel is
produced where it can be produced most producuvely
and economically, so that our European steel remains
competitive on the world market and our steel consu-
mers are charged a price that does not ruin their
chances. The Commission must realize that a volun-
tary system can replace the present dirigistic measures
only if there is no longer a possibility of prolonging
the application of Article 58.

Secondly, great efforts must be made in the period up
to 30 June to remove obsolete production capacities,
to introduce social relief measures for the workers
concerned and to create new and secure jobs.

Thirdly, the dreadful state of affairs as regards
national subsidies in the steel sector must be elimi-
nated. These subsidies can already be counted 1
billions. The Commission after all has an effective
instrument in the code on subsidies. But it must also
use this instrument and use it against anyone. The
coming months, which will give steel companies some
breathing space, must be used to eradicate these State
subsidies.

Fourthly, on no account may additional import
measures be taken to shore up the European steel
industry against international competition. Protection-
istic import arrangements, which we as an export-
oriented Community cannot afford, must definitely be
rejected.

Fifthly, other sectors of industry in Europe are deceiv-
ing themselves if the present application of Article 58
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leads them to believe the Community could take the
same dirigistic action in those sectors as it has now
done in the steel sector. This will undoubtedly not be
the case. The Treaties clearly do not allow such exten-
sions to include other industries.

The march towards central controls did not begin in
Europe on 30 October 1980, but they did cast their
first major shadow. We must do everything to ensure
that this shadow is removed as soon as possible. Jobs
in Europe will not be safeguarded by protectionism
and central controls, but by the most advanced tech-
nologies, the choice of optimum sites, competition and
the efficiency of European engineers and scientists.

IN THE CHAIR: MR MJLLER
Vice-President

President. — I call Miss Forster to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Miss Forster. — Mr President, I intend to concen-
trate my remarks on the operation of Article 58. The
European Democratic Group wants to ensure that this

most serious step which the Community has taken will
result in a stronger and more viable steel industry in
Europe.

All the Member States have agreed that these measures
are necessary. We do not like, Mr President, the
imposition of production quotas. Nor do we like the
Commission having to monitor and check the activities
of private firms and publicly-owned concerns. These
are steps that very few of us in this House would
normally support, but because of the serious state of
the industry we feel it is vital that, once we have
decided to take these steps, they should be made to
work.

We want the industry to be able to restructure and to
become more competitive in world terms. This will
mean, of course, that there will be some reductions in
capacity with consequent loss of jobs. It is therefore
essential that funds be made available to help early
retirement and that severance pay be paid to those
workers who are displaced. And we hope that the
Council will reach a favourable decision on this in the
Budget Council next week. They have delayed long
enough in agreeing measures to help redundant work-
ers and it is time they faced up to this responsibility
and came to a conclusion.

I would now like to comment briefly on three matters.
First the quotas themselves, then special steels and
finally imports.

The output cut proposed for the last quarter of this
year corresponds to an average cut of about 14 %
below production in the last quarter of 1979. This is
small when compared to the fall in Community crude
steel production of over 18 % for September 1980
compared to September 1979, and the situation last
month was probably worse. This small cut will enable
producers to fulfil their existing commitments and for
the first quarter of 1981 there will of necessity be
bigger cuts.

The object of these cuts, Mr President, is to stop the
slide in prices, which averaged 13 % in the first 9
months of this year and which, with an average
increase in production costs of 5 %, means that most
steel-making concerns are making catastrophic losses.
Losses do not preserve jobs, but profits can create new
ones and this is why we want the profitability of the
steel industry restored. We hope that the Commission
will monitor the situation and make sure that the
quotas established in the new year are at a realistic
level and that they are enforced equally in all the
Member States. It will also be essential that there be
some voluntary agreements on sales within the
Community and we would support steps which would
enable the Commission to ask producers for informa-
tion on the amounts of steel exported.

Insofar as special steels are concerned, some of these
have been excluded from the arrangements for quotas.
It is therefore possible that their exclusion will provide
a loophole through which some producers may be able
to evade their quota limits. We therefore hope that a
careful check will be kept on the production and deliv-
eries of all special steels while Article 58 remains in
force. The Commission has the power to act in this
matter without recourse to the Council and to impose
quotas if necessary. And we hope that they will make
use of this power if the situation deteriorates any
further.

Finally, we come to the question of imports. And here
1 would disagree with Mr Deleau in that we do not
want Article 74 imposed. The use of Article 58,
however, will have been in vain if imports rise and if
the market is flooded with low-priced imports from
outside the Community. It is therefore essential that
the Commission continue to negotiate voluntary
arrangements with countries such as Japan, Spain and
Australia and that imports are limited to the same

.extent as production. This Group would not support

the use of Article 74 because we believe that trade
should be as free as possible and that the Community
should not move towards protectionism. However, the
Commission has recommended that Member States
make careful checks on all steel imports, especially as
far as prices are concerned, and the prices charged for
re-sell of any imported steel. We hope that Member
States will follow this recommendation and keep the
Commission fully informed of the results.
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In conclusion, Mr President, I would like to repeat
that my Group does not like the necessity for all these
controls, but we support them at the present time
because of the crucial importance of the steel industry
to Europe. I would support Mr Glinne in asking for a
report from the Commission in January of next year
and more importantly I would also like the Commis-
sion to look at ways of stimulating and increasing
consumption within the Community, because it is
‘consumption within the Community that will provide
the future for our steel industry. However much we
make efforts to increase our exports, it is the demand
at home that is critical and I would like the Commis-
sion to study this question and to report to us in Janu-
ary. I hope that this procedure will come to an end in
June and that by then we will have a much stronger
and more competitive steel industry and that we will
be able to return to free competition.

President. — [ call Mr Pannella to speak on a point
of order.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Mr President, my group is very
disturbed about the 11 minutes it has been allocated
for the two major debates today. We ask you, Mr
President, either to request the major groups to give us
one or two minutes more so that we have 16 or 17
minutes or to ensure the Presidency allows us this lati-
tude. We would be very grateful if we could express
our views rather more adequately in these two impor-
tant debates.

President. — I shall tury to interpret the rules on
speaking time as liberally as possible.

I call Mr Ansart to speak on behalf of the Communist
and Allies Group.

Mr Ansart. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the debate we are having today on the iron and
steel industry and the authoritarian and supranational
implementation of the plan for the restructuring of the
iron and steel industry, known as the plan to combat
the state of manifest crisis, is taking place after the
Commission has taken its decision, which confirms
how little consideration is given to this Assembly and
to us Representatives.

Ladies and gentlemen, the situation in the iron and
steel industry dramatically illustrates the situation in
the European Community, which is undergoing a
serious crisis and, far from proposing economic and
.social progress for the peoples of Europe, is calling on
them to make more and more sacrifices. Today, as
yesterday, the same arguments are advanced in justifi-
cation of a further move to mutilate the iron and steel
industry and, I would add, other industries too: the
need for competitiveness, for increased productivity,
the need to hunt the lame duck, as we say.

But what are the causes of this crisis and of thls situa-
tion, and who is responsible?

The responsibility lies with the governments of the
Member States and with the Commission, which acts
just like the board of directors of one of the multina-
tional companies that dominate the European econ-
omy and manipulate it entirely to their own ends.

The policy pursued by the European Community is
not aimed at progress, but is a plan for recession and
restrictions by taking the form of a policy of econom-
ies, a policy of austerity which has resulted in the
re-emergence of unemployment in France and i
Europe. This policy is weakening France, it is leading
a growing number of Frenchmen into poverty: half of
the French population live in conditions which are
changing from discomfort to misery.

Two years ago draconian measures, measures of
unprecedented brutality were taken in our country to
put the iron and steel industry on a sounder footing,
we were told, and to make it more competitive.
Through the application of the decisions of the Davig-
non plan in Lorraine, in the North, the centre of an
iron and steel industry already hit by the closure of
mines as a result of the ECSC decisions, whole regions
have gone to the wall: workers in their thousand, with
their families, have suddenly become nomads.

In France, 60 000 steel workers were made redundant
between 1974 and 1978. More than 100 000, we are
told, will lose their jobs between now and 1981. 1
would also add that 700 000 jobs in industry have been
lost in my country since 1974. Today the workers are
again being asked to make sacrifices, as always,
because the ironmasters benefit by the generosity of
the State to an extent that always remains unknown.
In France 30 000 m francs has been thrown into the
chasm that is the iron and steel plan, with no control
over the use to which the tax-payers’ money is put:
that is a considerable amount of money.

Today, with the policies of austerity and economic
stagnation, there is no reason why this should stop.
We are heading — and we should have the courage to
say so to the workers — for massive unemployment in
the Community. There will soon be over 10 million
unemployed, including several million young people,
millions of others abandoned for the sake of progress:
unemployment has become the travelling companion
of European policy. We are heading for the destruc-
tion of whole regions, and at this rate France will be
no more than a second-class steel-producing nation,
while West German capitalism will increase and
strengthen its domination of the Community.

In the 1980s, after its production of special steels, on
which the future depends, has been cut back, France
will produce even less than 25 million tonnes, while
the ironmasters of West Germany will be producing
between 60 and 65 million tonnes. Such is the truth.
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Furthermore, we know from experience that it is not
true we must accept these plans and the sacrifices they
entail to have better living standards tomorrow. I have
been a Member of this Assembly for 7 years. In that
ume I have never taken part in a debate that
concerned increases in wages, increases in purchasing
power or a wide-ranging social policy. I have never
taken part in a debate on a proposal for the creation of
large numbers of jobs, a debate in which our young
people were made a definite offer of a future worthy
of a great age. Chancellor Schmidt said one day —
and Mr Barre and Mr Giscard d’Estaing followed suit
— that the major industrial companies should make
profits in accordance with the formula that ‘today’s
profits are the investments of tomorrow and the jobs
of the day after’.

The debate on industry that has just been held in my
country , in the National Assembly, revealed that a
very small proportion of the enormous profits made in
the last three years has been re-invested in France.
They have mostly been re-invested abroad, where
maximum profits can be achieved, with workers who
are paid a pittance and live in very backward social
circumstances and whom some would perhaps like to
IMPpOrt into our country.

The truth is that the higher the profits the multina-
tional companies make — and experience shows this
to be true — the more jobs they eliminate. How, in
these circumstances, can we agree to new plans, new
closures, new unemployment?

The solutions are not to be found in renewed mutila-
tion of our industries, further destruction, further cuts
in production. Nor do we advocate an autarchic policy
for our country. We want to strike a new balance in
the terms of trade. We therefore call for exceptional
national protective measures to be taken in France in
view of the extreme gravity of a crisis that has been
deliberately created. Produce French, limit the propor-
tion of European imports on to the French market,
consume more steel, stimulate the internal market: for
it 1s not austerity we need, but an increase in income
for the great majority. In this way our country is likely
to establish the basis for European cooperation with
which many sympathize, which takes place at both
industrial and commercial levels, which is far healthier
and which respects the mutual interests of the various
countries.

At the same time there must be a revival in consump-
tion, a greater combined effort and a wide-ranging

social policy to meet present-day requirements must be
implemented. First of all, jobs can be created for
hundreds of thousands in our country, workers can be
trained for future jobs, particularly young people, the
working week can be reduced and the retirement age
brought forward, particularly in the iron and steel
industry and in any occupation where the work is
especially arduous, and a fifth shift can be introduced
where work is continuous. To achieve this, we feel —

and experience shows that we are right — the iron and
steel industry must be nationalized and placed under
the control of the workers so that they may at last play
a genuine role in the decision-making.

In short, the solutions are not to be found in the plan
you are going to implement or in the social measures
designed to make up for the damage that some never
fail to advocate as a means of gaining the workers’
acceptance of the destruction of our industries and our
regions. These measures do not spring from a social
policy that is poorly understood. They are the social
measures of recession.

The solutions are to be found in a new policy of
economic and social progress, of renewed consump-
tion, of industrial development, not in a policy of
European integration which benefits the strongest and
is based on national sacrifices, but in a policy of coop-
eration with all countries, including the weakest, so
that every country in the world may be raised to the
level of progress.

That is why we reject the so-called manifest crisis
plan, which entails new sacrifices, renewed decline —
we shall be talking about this again — and which in
any case will not settle the problems confronting the
peoples of Europe. A strong Europe, which will have
the support of the workers, will be one which bases its
policy not on austerity and sacrifices but on the expan-
sion and enlargement of the internal market.

Ladies and gentlemen, you will agree that we are some
considerable distance from the promises made in the
campaign preceding the election of this Assembly by
universal suffrage. For millions of workers Europe will
henceforth be synonymous with a political organiza-
tion which treats them badly and has nothing to offer
them but sacrifices, destruction and unemployment. It
is a Europe that is backing into the future. Do not be
surprised, then, if we reject this policy, for which no
defence can be offered to the millions of workers who
are its victims, if, in short, we refuse to manage a crisis
which we reject.

President. — I call Mr Bangemann to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Bangemann. — (D) Mr President, I should like to
explain the position of my group in three general
remarks, before Georges Donnez and Corentin
Calvez take up various individual aspects of the prob-
lem.

To begin with, I should like to emphasize that Arti-
cle 58 of the ECSC Treaty provides for measures
whose fundamental admissibility should not be ques-
tioned. If we have a Treaty that provides for such
measures, then we cannot ask: is a measure of this
kind admissible? The only question can be: should it
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be taken? I should therefore like to say in this context
that my group was very pleased 1o see that after exten-
sive deliberations the Council was able to reach a
unanimous decision, and I wish to congratulate all
those members of the Council who started off with
some doubt about this decision on giving a sign of
European solidarity.

When we consider why this crisis arose and why — in
the opinion of my group — it was necessary to apply
Article 58, we should not close our eyes to the real
causes. Only if we look into the real causes can we
arrive at proposals which get to the heart of the
matter.

First of all, we have a structural change in the world
steel market, which is largely responsible for this crisis
in the Community. We have steel production in devel-
oping and less developed countries, which we
ourselves of course encouraged. I should also like to
point out to all those who vary their speeches accord-
ing to whether we are discussing development policy
or an internal industrial policy, that we cannot assist
the construction of steel mills under the development
policy one week and then the next week, when we are
debating the steel crisis in the Community, complain
that developing countries are meeting their steel
requirements from their own production and that they
are exporting steel in increasing quantities to earn
foreign exchange and so competing with the Commu-
nity. This is something that cannot be avoided if this
development policy is considered to be the right one.
So this is one cause which we must view very objec-
tively and not simply brush aside, because this trend
will continue. Steel consumption in the developing and
less developed countries will grow, while there will be
no further increase in the industrial countries, because
of economic stagnation and the well-known saturation
of the market.

Technological progress may also encourage this trend.
We must not close our eyes — and I should like Mr
Ansart in particular to think about this — to the fact
that Japan, Taiwan and South Korea have developed
technologically more advanced industries which prod-
uce at lower costs simply because they have better
technology. It has nothing to do with labour costs
already being lower there, true though this may be:
there is the added factor that greater encouragement
has been given to technological progress in these
countries. There are after all countries where energy
costs are lower. With the same technology and the
same labour costs an electric steel plant in Venezuela
can produce steel for 20 % less than here, because
energy costs are that much lower. In other words, we
must concentrate on what we can do better than
others, and that can and must primarily mean improv-
ing our technology and changing from ordinary steel
to special steels. That is a field in which we are
competitive and one in which we will not have to
resort to protectionism to safeguard our steel indus-

tries in the future. We will have to ensure that they can
operate in fair competition with other steel industries.
It would therefore be quite wrong to test this problem
against the question: does this accord with the princi-
ples of free market economy? For one thing, this
ignores the fact that wherever the principles of free
market economy have been forgotten, the steel crisis is
at its worst.

If Mr Ansart believes the nationalization of steel mills
is the cure-all, I would ask him to compare the posi-
tion of the privately owned mills, including the small
ones, with the nationalized steel mills we have every-
where. Wherever the State has left things too long,
wherever it was unable or did not have the courage to
restructure its plants in accordance with free-market
principles, the workers are worse off. It is not there-
fore a question of whether the free market economy
has led workers into the crisis. The question is: have
not those who have simply forgotten, and in some
cases wanted to forget, the principles of free market
economy created a social emergency among the work-
ers, which they are now exploiting by denouncing
those who took prompt action to improve the lot of
the workers?

(Some applause from the right)

That is why, in the long run, there will only be one
way of improving the position of the workers in this
crisis, and that is restructuring and adjustment to
better, competitive production methods. To avoid any

misunderstanding, I should like to say briefly that
supplementary social measures should be introduced
during the transitional period to protect everyone
against personal hardship, a subject on which Georges
Donnez and Corentin Calvez will have a great deal to
say.

That is the only course we can adopt for the future.
We must not hang on to obsolete structures. We must
not encourage those who have so far done nothing
because they believed that someone would protect
them. Instead, we must encourage and support all
those who are prepared to improve technology and to
develop competitive production capacities by making
new investments. We must also make the adjustments
in good time, in other words the period up to 30 June
1981 must be used to adapt to the future. We must not
take it easy and think other measures will be taken if
things do not work out.

The Council must therefore draw up plans for the
reduction of capacities and for restructuring at its
forthcoming meetings. Without these measures it will
be impossible to maintain steel production at a healthy
level in the long term, and there will be no social
security for the workers in this sector either.

For the Liberal and Democratic Group free market
economy is not the cold egoism of a limited number of
people in power, but the process on which we should
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all agree, so that the many, namely the workers, are
better off than they would be without these reasonable
and sound principles of management. All those who
have forgotten this — and I am now looking at a
British Member who is shaking his head: after all there
are enough nationalized undertakings in his country
— are being antisocial, because they are confronting
the worker with the risk of an insecure job and so
being extremely antisocial. In addition, they are
expecting the tax-payer to bear the immeasurable cost
of financing measures to protect such jobs, and again
it is the worker who has to pay. The only reasonable
solution in a crisis of this kind is therefore a free
market system accompanied by the necessary social
measures. My group is prepared for this.

President. — I call Mr Davern to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Davern. — Mr President, after listening here this
morning to people talking in terms of thousands of
millions of pounds, I would like to welcome the invo-
cation of Article 58. It is not particularly pleasant to be

obliged to fall back on this article, but it is absolutely .

vital that we do so. After all, this is the third time in a
couple of months that this Parliament has spoken
about the steel industry.

Enormous amounts of money are being talked about
here this morning and thousands of tonnes are being
talked about, but I would like to talk briefly about a
small industry — a State-owned industry — which
employs only a few hundred people but to me is more
important than when we talk in millions. To many
here it may seem insignificant and even not worth
talking about in relation to the figures being spoken
about in this House, but we are talking about the small
steel industry in my own country, which is vital to the
future of our industrial development. Since this is
located in my own European constituency, I am deter-
mined that this House should give it some considera-
tion and particularly that the Commission should give
assurances in regard to its future.

This industry has lost a total of £6 million in the last
couple of years. Compared to some of the figures
discussed here this morning, that is very small, but to
us it is a large figure and one we can barely sustain.
There will be a further loss of £5 million in the next
four or five years before we even begin to break even,
and again this is to us a large sum of money. For
Ireland, and for an area such as Cork, such losses are
huge and are very hard to sustain.

Irish steel is at present undergoing an ambitious
modernization programme, and there is no actual
production in the plant at the present moment. I want
the Commission to assure us that the quota figures it
fixes will not be based on the production of the last
36 months. The construction work being carried out at

the new mill will not be completed until the first
quarter of 1981. Our major concern stems from the
fact that quotas have been established on the basis of
production levels between mid-1977 and mid-1980.
Production at Haulbowline Steel was reduced during
that period for a number of reasons, including a rather
prolonged strike and the reorganization based on the
modernization programme approved by the Commis-
sion. It is difficult to see how production quotas for
this steel company could logically be based on this
period, especially when one considers that production
in the reorganized plant due to become operative early
next year will be substantially higher than former
production levels. Quotas based on past performance
would pose a serious threat to this small but to us
highly significant and important industry.

When production starts the new mills hope to be the
most cost-productive in Europe at a time when effi-
ciency and cost-productivity are major considerations.
Irish Steel’s future holdings must be, could be and
shall be assured in this House today by the Commis-
sion. The reorganization of the steel industry there
and the high production levels have been accepted by
the Commission as being in accordance with the
general objectives of the steel industry. Statements by
the Commission during the negotiations and bilateral
contracts give the necessary reassurance that when
establishing quotas account shall be taken of restruc-
turing operations and that the system does not pose a
threat to this small but highly significant industry.

Workers in Irish Steel are prepared to produce; the
potential of the new plant is good; output is estimated
to start at about 180000 tonnes and go to about
250 000. These are small figures when compared with
the large numbers you have been talking about this
morning, but again I emphasize that this industry is
vitally important to us.

Recently 213 employees in this industry were laid off.
Even though a guarantee of their re-employment has
been given, I would like to assure them again, by
referring to an assurance given by the Commission in
this House today, that nothing will be done in the
quota system to prevent their re-employment.

The Commission has given the Irish Government an
assurance that Community plans to cut back European
steel output will not affect the position in Ireland. Mr

- Davignon has also assured the Irish Government that

EEC plans to restore order to the industry and prevent
a destructive price-war will not mean any reduction in
Irish steel production. Today I want the Commission
to reaffirm that employment in this, in European
terms, small industry will be safeguarded and that the
guarantee of re-employment to 213 important people,
who are depending on this for their livelihood, will be
granted. I feel that the Commissioner, having given an
assurance to the Government, would be pleased to
give it to this House as well as a measure of his good
faith and good will towards the Irish industry.
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President. — As a result of Mr Pannella’s requests
the European Democratic Group has given three
minutes of its speaking time in this debate to the
Group for the Technical Coordination and Defence of
Independent Groups and Members.

I call Mr Coppieters from the Group for the Technical
Coordination and Defence of Independent Groups
and Members.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Mr President, I should like
to begin by thanking the European Democratic Group
for this kind and friendly offer and this elegant parlia-
mentary gesture.

I should also like to say that the recognition of a state
of manifest crisis in the iron and steel industry, the
introduction of quotas and the essential restructuring
of the steel sector must be accompanied by the setting
of certain priorities. I would prefer to call them reali-
ties which will determine the futures of both undertak-
ings and workers and also the continued existence of
our Community. There are three priorities: firstly, the
viability of the undertakings, secondly, the regions —
otherwise regional policy will be largely useless — and
thirdly, the social aspects.

Let me first say something about the viability of the
steel companies. On the one hand, there must be
constant research into competitiveness in the present
circumstances and competitiveness when the crisis has
been overcome, it is hoped, by means of restructuring
measures. On the other hand, when considering any
undertaking in any Member State, we must take
account of the future slimming down of what we
might call the traditional European steel industry and
therefore of a change to other products. This must
also be seen in terms of the need for new patterns of
trade between North and South, for example.

The second priority concerns the regions, and I speak
now specifically as a Fleming. Steel production is at
present being reduced largely at the level of individual
holdings and States. This is a questionable policy and
may lead to anomalies. To give you an example: does
charity not begin at home? When this happens within
the Arbed group, there is a danger that a company like
Sidmar, which was planned for a producton capacity
of 10 million tonnes, will be partly sacrificed, possibly
in favour of less competitive plants. So it is clear that
the regions in Belgium, Flanders and the Walloon
area, have a role to play here. In other words, there
must be conscious and reasoned solidarity at European
level to prevent the measures from resulting in too
much being taken away from one of the regions,
which may, moreover, be in the grip of crises in other
sectors, the textile industry, for example.

Thirdly, there are the social aspects. The rapporteur,
Mrs Baduel Glorioso, has referred in striking terms to
the tragic aspects of the steel crisis. So what do we

have to offer in this tragic situation? We have a
proposal from the Council for a 1981 budget which
yet again includes a token entry among the Social
Fund appropriations for the changes in the iron and
steel industry. I know — I also contributed — that we
as a Parliament reacted during the first reading of the
budget. We tried to have 112m EUA included in
Chapter 54. I hope the Council agrees to this. But we
also expect the Commission and the Council to estab-
lish a cohesive steel policy, which also takes account of
the shifts in emphasis in the world market and a new
world economic order. ‘

President. — I have received three motions for reso-
lutions with request for an early vote to wind up the
debate on the oral question on the situation in the iron
and steel industry from Mr Deleau and others, on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats (Doc. 1-587/80), the Liberal and Democratic
Group (Doc. 1-588/80/rev.) and Mr Ansart and
others (Doc. 1-595/80).

The vote on these requests for an early vote will be
taken at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

There is a provision in the Rules of Procedure which is
followed in this House, even though it may sound
strange. Early tomorrow we are to vote on whether to
conclude the debate on an item on which the debate
has, in fact, already been concluded. I draw the atten-
tion of the members of the Committee on the Rules of
Procedure and Petitions to this problem.

I call Mr Petronio, a non-attached Member.

Mr Petronio. — (I) Mr President, we agree in princi-
ple with Mr Bangemann’s observations concerning the
great responsibility of the State industries in this criti-
cal situation of the European iron and steel industry.
This is part of a vast discourse on political economy
which, perhaps, will find a place in another, more
general debate. We believe with Mr Bangemann that,
responsibilities aside, the present aim of our debate is

- to ascertain the state of crisis in the iron and steel

industry and also to propose — if we are allowed to
do so — accompanying measures relative to the
general criterion adopted by the Commission. ‘

Leaving aside the political and economic responsibility
of the various States and of the State companies, the
fact remains that the present situation reveals a serious
deterioration in the European iron and steel sector,
which is perhaps especially perceptible in Italy. The
rapid fall in demand on the national and foreign
markets and the increasing pressure from a veritable
flood of unregulated imports have brought about a
progressive reduction in prices which, in the face of
continually rising costs, has palpably weakened the
financial and economic situation of the firms involved.
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It is in this context, therefore, that the declaration of
manifest crisis made by the Council of the Communi-
tes on 30 October appears, together with the
Commission’s subsequent decision to resort for the
first time in the almost three-decade-long history of
the Community to Article 58 of the Treaty, which
provides for regulation based on obligatory produc-
tion quotas.

The quotas fixed by the Commission call for produc-
tion cuts of around 20 %. It will be necessary however
for the competent authorities to declare a regional
crisis for the Italian steel industry, which would make
it possible for our companies to have recourse to the
Redundancy Fund, and request larger-scale, long-term
measures to help our steel industry to regain its
competitive ability in the international market.

In this context urgent measures must be taken to deal
decisively with the serious economic and financial
imbalances in the companies, with the defence of inter-
nal markets, with the perennial energy question and
with the inefficiency in rail and port facilities. At this
juncture it is appropriate to refer to the discussion on
European infrastructures and to a resolution we
proposed concerning the navigable Turin-Milan-
Adriatic canal, proposals which were not even consid-
ered by the Council. Transport by water involves -a
fuel savings of one third compared to railway trans-
port, and a savings of nearly one fifth compared to
transport by road. We therefore take this opportunity
to call for a thorough examination of such proposals.

For Italy, in particular, it is especially necessary to
extend the reference period for the choice of the
12 months of production to include the entire critical
period, that is, from 1 January 1975 to September
1980. Secondly, the utilization rate for the Taranto
Centre should be aligned with the mean Community
level. Thirdly, Article 58 should be applied in close
coordination with Article 74, substantially reducing
the amount of imports admitwed. The Community

trade flow should be respected, while taking into
account the quotas for export and those intended for
internal markets to prevent recycling within the
Community.

It should also be said that, until the Commission
makes adjustments in line with the measures taken, the
20 % reduction seems excessive and especially discri-
minatory towards those companies which have made
recent investments not yet in production. Imports from
third countries, especially from the Eastern bloc, are
continually increasing, and exports are suffering from
strong Spanish competition, especially in the steel bar
for reinforced concrete. It is unacceptable that imports
from the countries with whom we have agreements be
reduced by 15 % while a 20 % reduction is enforced
within the Community itself. These agreements have
induced serious malfunctions which call for immediate
correction. In the same wise it should be said that the
decision of the Italian government to reduce from 39

to 12 the customs admission points for steel in order to
strengthen controls presupposes the adoption of simi-
lar measures on the part of our Community partners.

President. — I call Mr Didoe.

Mr Dido. — (I) Mr President, it has already been
said that there are both circumstantial and structural
causes at the heart of the crisis in the iron and steel
industry.

The former are represented in the crisis in the sectors
of utilization — construction, transport, electric ap-
pliances, automobiles, and so on, in the fall in the
demand from the developing countries, which are
overwhelmed by oil bills, and in the adoption of
protectionist measures by the United States, strongly
criticized by Mr Martinet this morning. The structural
causes, on the other hand, stem from the entrance on
the international market of new producing countries
from the Third World, which are especially active in
the field of raw steel. All of these factors certainly
make measures for restructurization and conversion
necessary, and we must therefore take note of the
provisions adopted by the Commission to reduce steel
production for a limited period.

We believe it to be a contradiction to adopt quotas for
internal production while neglecting to take adequate
measures to restrain imports, and we urge the
Commission to apply Article 74 of the ECSC Treaty in
order that this contradiction may be overcome.

Some speakers this morning, in particular those from
the Christian-Democratic and Liberal groups, have
expressed considerable anxiety because the measures
adopted by the Commission to reduce production
would tend to introduce policies of government inter-
vention into the European Community, and felt an
immediate need to prevent this ‘monster’ from mani-
festing itself at the Community level.

Our view is the exact opposite one; we hold that it is
impossible to intervene with public programmes to
reduce production in sectors in crisis while at the same
time refusing to adopt measures of coordination and
planning in the industrial sectors, where there are
possibilities of expansion not only in production but -
also in employment. Social measures are not enough.
These are but sops to reduce social tensions among the
workers; if we want to tackle the problem of unem-
ployment seriously, we must adopt an industrial stra-
tegy of expansion on a Community level, at least for
those sectors where such expansion is possible. This is
one of the points which emerge clearly from Commu-
nity intervention in the steel sector, an intervention
which, indeed, has never been undertaken until today.

The second observation which I would like to make,
addressing myself especially to those groups who, like
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the Christian Democrats and the Liberals, stressed the
need for urgent social measures, is that this position is
absolutely contradictory to a systematic negative vote
regarding proposals to reduce working hours and
reorganize work distribution. Neither can we accept
initatives which are only directed towards social
assistance — unemployment compensation or other
such measures — while structural measures which
would at least preserve employment are consistently
rejected.

Mr President, I believe it to be necessary to urge the
Council once again to honour the request by the
Commission and by Parliament, so that the transfers
to be made within the ECSC budget may be rapidly
approved and the social measures already planned
implemented as soon as possible.

President. — I call Mr Pedini.

Mr Pedini. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentiemen,
my friend Mr Dido will permit me to observe that
when it comes to discussing reductions in working
hours for crisis situations, we are always available. But
when it is a matter of affirming the general principle of
work schedule reduction as a dangerous contribution
to the cutback in productivity, then it is our duty to
examine our dublous proposal in the context of a
general debate, which we are always willing to do.

Mr President, it may well be that social measures are
mere ‘sops’, as Mr Didé has said, but — as he himself
does in the conclusion of his speech — the Christian-
Democratic group calls on the Council to promote
them. The ECSC Treaty is an organic text, which
provides for economic intervention with numerous
authorities and political initiatives, but always in coor-
dination with measures of social intervention. We do
not blame the Council for having focussed on the
economic aspects of the crisis and resorted to Article
58, but we deplore the fact that, in violation of the
spirit of the ECSC Treaty, no concurrent social
measures were immediately taken. These social
measures have only a relative value — for intervention
in matters of early retirement, reduction of working
hours, reduction of overtime, is always relative — but
they do serve to give the worker concrete proof that
we are aware of his situation.

Mr President, I come from a region — as Commis-
sioner Davignon certainly knows — which in regard
to the steel industry manages by itself, believing in its
strength and not always running to the government
for aid. We do urge the immediate adoption of social
measures that can be taken in coordination with the
ECSC Treaty, but we recommend that they not be
considered as aid, because restructurization has begun
and it is necessary to involve labour and make it aware
of the profound changes towards which the market is
taking us. It must be recognized that we are at a deli-

cate moment, when everyone is asking what direction
the steel industry will take. We willingly approve Mrs
Baduel’s resolution — I am sorry she is not present,
for I would like to congratulate her upon it — because
it has put the problem of the crisis in a particular
factory into the general context and thus related it to
initiatives, in construction, for example, which are a
part of the input necessary for the expansion of our
iron and steel capabilities.

Where lies the future of the steel industry, Mr Davig-
non? It lies in spec1ahzed types of steel, in a more
thorough conversion, in a new relationship with the
developing countries with whom we are associated. In
this regard it is our right and our duty to go into the
matter more fully.

As far as Twaly is concerned, I hope, Commissioner
Davignon, that social measures will be considered in
relation to the 1975 agreement, which puts us in a
difficult situation by forbidding the use of the Redun-
dancy Fund as a subsidiary means of ECSC interven-
tion precisely for social measures.

As for the measures taken on the Commission’s initia-
tive in the framework of Article 58, we repeat that we
consider them as temporary, but indispensable. They
have already begun to have an effect upon the market,
where a 20 % increase in costs and a 12 % drop in
prices had caused a serious discrepancy. Mr Davignon
will permit me to take this opportunity to express the
hope that controls will be effected in a conscientious
manner and applied to all firms, so that medium-sized
companies are regulated and small ones, which can
easily escape control, not allowed to disturb the
market. Close attention should be given to the choice
of inspectors, involving all the firms, as Article 4 of the
regulation implies.

Permit me to make one more fundamental observa-
tion: the problem here, as some members have said, is
to initiate essential programmes in the structural
sector. Investors must not be penalized; adequate
funding should be provided to encourage conversions
like those in progress at Bagnoli and like others which
are still in the planning stage.

If it is true that attention must be paid to the problem
of infrastructures — as one of our colleagues has just
said — and of communications, it is also necessary to
establish a correct relationship between the external
and internal prices of steel products, so that the price
increases due to the measures taken will not favour the
market competition of third countries.

Finally, I would like to express a serious anxiety, call-
ing it to the attention of Commissioner Davignon. We
have often, in accordance with Article 74 of the
Treaty, taken measures against external competition,
when it has become unjustified; but the Commission
was right to forego the immediate adoption of
concrete initiatives which are capable of cutting both
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ways. This however does not lessen our confusion and
anxiety regarding current mechanism of the ECSC
antidumping system. It functions in a complex,
cumbersome and very bureaucratic manner, and its
positive effects on the internal market are felt by
Community companies only after illegitimate competi-
tion from third countries has caused considerable
damage.

In conclusion, Mr President, we have noted with
interest the results obtained by the application of Arti-
cle 58, and we hope that the aspects which I have just
touched upon will be taken into account. We are espe-
cially eager that an effort be made to rebuild confid-
ence in the companies and in their investments. Social
measures should be vigorously supported so that all
may be made aware of the needs of the working class
(the problem, in Italy for example, of the 15000
workers who are using the Redundancy Fund out of
the 90 000 employed in the steel industry). The crisis
exists not only in the marketplace; it is a social fact
which we must view with the utmost concern, and it is
therefore our earnest wish that the Council would
assume its responsibility in this matter.

IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
Vice-President
President. — I call Mr Simmonds.

Mr Simmonds. — Mr President, I am sorry Mrs
Baduel Glorioso is not present, because it is to her
remarks and those remarks alone that I wish to speak
this morning. [ think I must be the only Member in the
debate today who is not, like Oliver Twist, asking the
Commission for more. As Member for the Midlands
West constituency, | have lost a major part of the steel
industry in my constituency, the famous Bilston Steel
Works, but we have received the appropriate funds
from the Community. May I disagree with what 1
think I heard from Mrs Baduel Glorioso when she
advised redundant Consett workers to seek work in
Australia and Canada? There is certainly no recruit-
ment for steelworkers® skills in either of those coun-
tries at the moment. My advice to those workers, as it
has been to workers from the Bilston Steel Works, is
to exploit to the full the opportunities offered by both
Community and national agencies, particularly for
retraining and for developing new industries. Bilston is
not designated a development area by the national
government and therefore does not qualify for much
of the aid that Consett is entitled to receive; but it has
received large sums from the ECSC for redundancy,
for early retirement and, most important, for retrain-
ing. At Bilston the clearing of the vast steelworks site is
proceeding rapidly, and there are a number of plan-

ning proposals for redevelopment. I am most anxious
to ensure that Community money for retraining is
properly and wisely spent on skills that can be taken
up by the new industries that will occupy the site.
Although 1 am not asking the Commissioner today for
more from the Community, I do give notice that I
shall continue to urge my government to designate my
constituency as a development area, so that in future 1t
may benefit from the various Community funds which
are at present denied to it but which are given to
industry only a few miles from my constituency boun-
daries. Consett faces exactly the same problems as
Bilston, though with a far higher percentage of unem-
ployment, and I believe the answer to their problems
and to the problems of the steel industry throughout
Europe to be the same: develop, invest and retrain!

President. — I call Mr Leonardi.

Mr Leonardi. — () Mr President, I believe that, at
this stage of the discussion, it is only necessary to
confirm a few points to illustrate the position of the
Italian Communist group.

As we have said before, we support the Community
intervention provided for by Article 58. The situation
is a very difficult one, and if a choice must be made
between private action by the cartels and public inter-
vention, such as that undertaken by the Community,
we choose the latter, not because it is better by nature,
but because it is more easily brought under democratic
and social control. This is a basic point in our policy,
internal as well as external. For this reason, we request
— as have other speakers — that the Commission
keep the Parliament or the Commitee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs constantly informed on the
application of Article 58 and on the implementation of
social programmes. This is essential to the success of
the effort of public intervention.

It is entirely out of place to believe in the possibility of
private intervention in circumstances like those we
now face, which have resulted in a great reduction in
Community production and in the loss of 120 000 jobs
in the space of a few years. There can be no question
of returning to a market economy in an industry like
this one which is heavily capitalized, with high costs
already constituting a fixed percentage of the total
cost and rendering it vulnerable to heavy losses in the
case of a decrease in production. Nationalization — I
would like to say this to Mr Bangemann — was not an
attack upon the market, but rather an alternative
which arose because the market did not function. The
question therefore is not to revalue a system which has
already failed, but rather to improve what had to be
done precisely because of this market failure.

In this situation, everyone tries to exploit his large-
scale economies — which are very strong in the steel
industry — and pass the damage on to others. The
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conclusion is that, in recent times, all countries and all
governments have intervened, without exception; the
problem lies in the fact that the intervention was
effected in different ways, but it is not that in some
cases private efforts were allowed to proceed and in
others there was public intervention with public funds.
The preceding Community intervention based on Arti-
cle 57 did not work; it was not as effective as the
Commission and others had thought it would be.
Today, the crisis is especially a Community one: we
cannot hide behind the fact that there is also a world-
wide steel crisis. The situation in Japan, in the United
States, and in the developing countries is profoundly
different. We agree to intervention at the Community
level, because this is the right scale on which to
confront the problem of conversion and restructuriz-
ation of our aged steel industry.

We must concentrate on what we can do more compe-
titively than other countries; we must understand that
enormous investments will be necessary in order to
convert the European steel ‘industry, which is the
oldest in the world. The industry was born here and it
should also not be forgotten that, in the space of two
decades, the European steel industry has passed from
utilization of primarily domestic raw materials to
dependence on a largely foreign supply, making
conversion an inevitable necessity. Those who supply
us with raw materials now want to undertake for
themselves what we taught them to do.

For these reasons, therefore, we favour the application
of Article 58, requesting at the same time, however, a
stricter control. We also ask, as others have done, that
together with Article 58, the possible application of
Article 74 be borne in mind, though here also it must
not be forgotten that, despite its losses on the world
market, the Community as a whole is still a net
exporter of steel. The intervention based on Article 74
should therefore be selective. It is certainly impossible
to defend internal prices — as is now being done
through the application of Article 58 — without exer-
cising control over the entry of foreign goods in an
industry like this one, where the marginal costs are far
below the average costs. It is inevitable that, if we
defend internal prices, we must also police imports,
without forgetting however that we are still net
exporters. We therefore agree to Community interven-
tion, which should not be merely restrictive in charac-
ter but should rather constitute the first step in reor-
ganization for subsequent development.

I would like to conclude by restating the position
which we have always held, now and in the preceding
Parliament: a position that has always criticized the
Commission for its failure to use the means provided
by the ECSC Treaty. Even in the years when all was
well in the European steel industry, the Commission
was unable to use approximately one-third of the
own resources available to it. It was unable to develop
a policy of research that would make it possible for us
today to convert our steel industry in the fields where

we could be more competitive. It was unable to direct
investments. For these reasons we have always blamed
the Commission for its inability to use the means
furnished in the Treaty, and we have always voted
against the ECSC budgets. I would like to emphasize
this, because the Commission should be criticized for
its failure to take the decisive action which could
perhaps have spared us many of the difficulties we
now face.

President. — I call Mr Donnez.

Mr Donnez. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I endorse, of course, the feelings expressed in the
motion for a resolution tabled by the Liberal and
Democratic Group, but rather than drawing up a list
of the measures to be taken to restore the iron and
steel industry in Europe as a whole and in France in
particular to its former glory, allow me to draw your
attention to the urgency of the measures that should
be taken to prevent the North of France, from where I
come, from becoming once again the principal victim
of the application of Article 58 of the ECSC Treaty
and of the steel plan in general.

I willingly admit that, to overcome the crisis in the
iron and steel industry, ‘European solidarity’, that
hallowed phrase, is now needed mor than ever
before. But solidarity has never meant resignation, and
a request for the suspension of the steel plan is no way
to solve our European problems or those of my region.

I should therefore like to see the Community chan-
nelling its efforts in two directions.

Firstly, something must be done to eliminate the feel-
ing of insecurity or anxiety about the future at present
felt by thousands of workers in my region.

Two measures are essential in this respect.

It is essential, first of all, to give some assurance about
the future to the 6 000 workers in Denain, the 2 500 of
Valenciennes-Trith who were made redundant in
1979, and all the others who have lost or will lose their
jobs in the iron and steel industry. The Social Protec-
tion Agreement has enabled the French iron and steel
industry to cope with 23 000 redundancies. In the
Valenciennes region there are 421 cases still to be
settled, and this will be possible only if the Social
Agreement is extended. The only realistic and consist-
ent solution would be to extend it until 31 December
1982. That is what I consider to be the first essential
step.

Then it is essential to maintain in the Valenciennes
region what it was possible to maintain in 1979. No
more should be expected of us than the heavy tribute,
the loss of 8 500 jobs, we have already paid as a result
of the restructuring of the iron and steel industry.
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Rather than contemplating the installation of an iron
and steel complex at Bagnoli, the need for which I sull
do not understand, it would be better to instal the skin
pass in Denain, the equipment already being on the
spot. Perhaps I should explain that this skin pass is a
cold rolling unit which is found in all modern steel
processing plants and is essential if the strip mill in
Denain is to survive. The expense involved is far from
exorbitant. It would have the two-fold advantage of
helping to modernize and to maintain the plant and
therefore jobs which already exist. It therefore forms
part of the measures to be taken under the restructur-
ing programmes that are envisaged.

Secondly, it is essential that the European Community
should approve the financial efforts required for the
installation of substitute industries. It is essential that
the restructuring of the iron and steel industry should
not jeopardize economic activity in the North of
France. The funds are available: what is needed is the
political will to put them to work. It is intolerable that
in a district such as Valenciennes — which has only
350 000 inhabitants — 8 500 jobs should be lost owing
to the restructuring that has already taken place, with-
out measures to instal substitute industries being envis-
aged.

The two major proposals I have just made should
enable us in the coming difficult months not to over-
come the crisis we are now going through, but to
contribute to the implementation of a genuine
Community policy, which would also have the advan-
tage of being understood by the people concerned.

That would undoubtedly not be its least merit.

President. — I call Mr Boyes.

Mr Boyes. — Mr President, there is a crisis in Europe
that is leading to massive, large-scale unemployment.
The figures are quite staggering. We can talk about
7 million, probably leading to 10 million, in the EEC
countries. We talk about 2 million, maybe in the next
18 months leading to 4 million, in the United King-
dom alone.

When we talk about these figures, it is very difficult
for people to comprehend what they mean. When we
get down to the level of a region, these figures mean
the destruction of a town within the UK. That is why I
was pleased with the report prepared by Mrs Baduel
Glorioso, because Mrs Baduel Glorioso visited
Consett, she actually spent time in that town talking to
men who were affected by the closure of the Consett
steelworks and talking to management. Regrettably,
she was not quite as courteously treated by the
management as she was by the men.

However, she did manage to prepare this report on the
basis of objectivity, on the basis of visits, talks and

chats with the people. What she found, as expressed in
this document, was a human tragedy. A town was in
the process of being destroyed. I shall show in a
moment how that process is continuing. She found in
that town human beings, she found people, so from
our 7 million unemployed let us look at one man, one
man who led the campaign to keep that steel plant
open.

Let us consider John Lee, a representative of the
community of Consett, a quiet peaceable man who felt
that there were channels for discussion, proper aven-
ues for argument. He wanted to use them and he
believed that if he used these channels and these
proper avenues for argument, he could save his steel-
works. He saw every organization that had anything
to do with the steelworks — the Commission, BSC,
the government, his national union leaders. He
believed, quite wrongly, staggeringly wrongly,
misguidedly in the end, that if he had a case, if he
could show that his steelworks were profitable as he
had been asked to do by previous governments, if he
could show that by shutting the steelworks in his town
there would be unemployment of 50 %-50 %! — then
people might decide that that steelworks should not
shut.

But he talked to deaf people. Every person he talked
to was deaf. Nobody wanted to talk to John Lee about
keeping his steelworks open. The more he talked, the
more the steamroller advanced. The day for closure
was continually brought forward, thus proving to that
man that there was no point in having an economic
case, a social case, in showing the human misery, the
tragedy of unemployment in the North-East of
England, because nobody wanted to know.

In addition to that, despite the staggering level of
unemployment due to the present policies of our
government in Britain, which is closing works after
works, the last remaining works of any size in Consett
has now announced closure. So we are not talking any
more about John Lee. As far as many people are
concerned, John Lee is now finished, written off, °
unemployed, one of 7 million people.

We are now talking about new names — Joe McVitie,
Jack McNulty, those kind of people. The same kind of
people. All they want is a job, a right to work, an
opportunity to earn a living, an opportunity to come
home at night and buy the things that normal people
want to buy on the basis of an earned income. But they
have now been told, ‘you aiso are going on the scrap
heap, no work for you either, you are joining the
50 % in the town of Consett’ — a town that will live
in infamy in the United Kingdom, a town that will
symbolise the policies carried out by the government
In our areas.

So what we want to see in Consett are jobs, and we
appeal to the Commission. We hope that pressure
from it will get the Council to give us money for social
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restructuring, as requested in the excellent report by
Johannes Peters. Let us have some cash for jobs, let us
think of other regions, South Wales for example, and
other countries of Europe where there are going to be
similar tragedies if we do not get the 35-hour week
and worksharing measures.

Above all, I appeal today to the Commission to put all
the resources available into that area, because no one
can be responsible for the reaction of quiet peaceful
people when 50 % are unemployed. We all have a
duty and an obligation to the people in that area and I
appeal this morning to the Commission to look for all
sources of finance to help create jobs for those people.

President. — I call Mr Herman.

Mr Herman. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, like many of you, I am glad that the Commission
was able to persuade the Council to agree to the appli-
cation of Article 58, although, like many of my
colleagues, I deplore the fact that it has taken so long
to get this far and that the strength of European initia-
tive does not become apparent until we have reached
the edge of the abyss.

I should now like to make three remarks in the form
of three questions to the Commission. Firstly, if the
Commission is successful, prices are likely to rise
above the world level. There will then be a strong
temptation to import steel into the Common Market.

You have told us, and this has been repeated, that
there is little danger of this happening, because some
of the traditional supplying countries have voluntarily
entered into commitments with us. But, for one thing,
in stating that you are not going to apply Article 74,
you are depriving yourselves of a weapon, and this will
encourage other countries, including some of those
which have perhaps entered into commitments with us,
but have not always respected them. Reference has
already been made to Spain during this debate. There
may be others.

I therefore call on the Commission to keep a particu-
larly close watch on this aspect of the problem,
imports, because there is no point in blocking our
capacities if foreign producers are going to benefit as a
result.

My second question, or my second remark, concerns
future policy, that is to say the question of restructur-
ing on the one hand and, on the other, the position
which should be adopted on future, new investments
which might affect capacities. There can be no doubt
that the crisis in which we now find -ourselves is the
result of excessive investments which were not well
planned and which were endorsed by all the social and
political forces of the countries concerned. This phen-
omenon will undoubtedly continue. But I believe that

the Commission has the means to prevent the creation
of capacities in the future. We would like to be sure
that there will be no flagging in this vigilance so that
we do not find ourselves in three, four or five years’
time, when these first restructuring measures have
been completed, once more faced with overproduc-
tion, forcing us to resort to Article 58 again.

And to conclude, my third remark. You have, Mr
Commissioner, evidently put an end to this experi-
ment, and [ believe it was a useful one. But you have
gone further than that. You have undertaken person-
ally to stand down if at the end of the agreed period
the situation has still not improved — which is not
inconceivable in view of the present state of the econ-
omy — and if by that time we have not found another
solution, since we cannot go on applying Article 58.

As I see it, announcing in as definite terms as you have
done that on 30 June 1981 the system introduced by
virtue of Article 58 will be withdrawn is tantamount to
burning one’s bridges. There can be no certainty that
we shall have completely reorganized the market by
that time. We hope so, we even think so, but it may
not be'done by that time. Thought should therefore be
given to a system other than that for which Article 58
provides, the condition being that it produces the same
results and gives us the same assurances. Will it take
the form of a voluntary system under Article 582 We
should like to have your assessment of this.

President. — I call Mr Spencer.

Mr Spencer. — Mr President, may I start by paying
tribute to what I thought was a remarkably good and
restrained speech by my colleague, Roland Boyes,
from the other side of the Chamber? I will come back
to the question of Consett, but let me point to what I
believe to be a dangerous flaw in Roland’s argument.
While it is emotionally powerful to single out indivi-
duals or communities and use them in a political
speech, politics, sadly, cannot be about individuals or
about detailed parts of the Community. We in this
Parliament have to consider the impact of European
policies across the whole Community, and the answers
for Consett lie not in some particular application of
our varied efforts but in getting the policies of the
Community right at large.

So let me start by restating my group’s position on the
social measures which, I trust, will accompany the
declaration of manifest crisis to which other speakers
have referred. These were proposed by the Commis-
sion a year ago; they have been debated ad nauseam in
this Chamber and to date we have no action. We have
a lot of legal quibbling about the base under the Trea-
ties; we have a situation where governments with one
hand make applications for these monies and with the
other refuse to vote the money to meet their own
requests. |
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[ can do no better than quote the President of the
Commission who said in his statement which we are
supposed to be discussing this morning:

The Commussion is at present receiving applications for
retraining and early retirement aid for tens of thousands
of European workers. This involves the expenditure of
several hundred million EUA which the ECSC budget
cannot meet for lack of funds. This is a dereliction of our
duty to the workers in the steel industry. It is gravely
damaging to the image of the Community.

He went on to ask that the Ministers consider those
social measures by 11 November. It is my information
that they have not done so and that they have put off
this decision until it becomes involved in the whole
complex trade-off situation over. the 1981 budget.
Well, I hope that they will concentrate their minds on
these social measures and that they will find a way,
whatever legal quibbles are necessary, to vote the
funds which their own policies make necessary.

Let me restate my group’s position in detail: we want
to see those funds as non-compulsory spending, but
not included within Parliament’s margin of manoeuvre
on this budget round. We do not, I repeat not, want to
see a solution, if it might be called that, in terms of
national contributions outside the budget or outside
the framework of the Treaties. If that kind of national
deal is indulged in, not only the steel industry but the
entire institutions of the Community will be in a state
of manifest crisis.

Let me turn to Consett. The Consett closure must have
been the most difficult and possibly the most arbitrary
of the closures which were part of the BSC retrench-
ment movement. It was the most difficult because of
the town’s mono-industrial base and because of its
position. Roland was right when he talked about prod-
uctivity having increased. But it increased too late. We
have seen in the British steel industry at large damag-
ing arguments over restrictive practices, damagingly
low productivity and , to cap it all, a damaging strike
that lasted much longer than anyone anticipated.
These are the historical facts which lie behind the
closure of Consett and other plants. While I deeply
sympathise with the position of a man caught as the
leader of the men at Consett was, politics do not work
in terms of three-month periods of time. Politics is a
process. Economics is a process. What we are reaping
now is the harvest of 10, 15, 20 years of short-sighted-
ness in the British steel industry.

I further regret that the negotiations for a private
takeover of Consett, which were under way when Mrs
Baduel Glorioso was there, fell through. That, it seems
to me, would have been a way of solving Consett’s
particular problem; but it did not happen and we have
now to consider what can be done, what must be done
in a town with 50 % unemployment.

I just draw Members’ attention to the fact that under
existing EEC and British legislation the steel closure

areas which include Consett have access to one of the
best financial packages anywhere in Western Europe.
The span of regional aid, although not its total figure,
has been reduced by government determination to
concentrate regional aid where it is most needed. And
so my constituents in Derbyshire, which is to be
de-assisted, are paying a price in order to help Mr
Boyes’ constituency in Derwentside. That package
includes regional development grants. It includes tax
allowances on capital expenditure to allow writing off.
It includes aid under the 1972 Industry Act, cash
grants for capital expenditure, loan repayment guaran-
tees, exchange rate guarantees. It is the opportunity to
establish a new industrial base in Consett, one which I
hope will be established on the basis of new technol-
ogy, of industries which have a life not just for the rest
of this century, but into the century which follows.

I would hope, in addition, that the work of BSC
Industry Lid., who have created over 6 000 jobs in
other steel closure areas, will be successful in Consett.
Their work at the moment is at a very early stage
indeed. I believe we should give all the backing that we
can. They have already recorded some success in
Corby, a not dissimilar town although its geographical
position is better.

However, above all we have to appreciate the limits of
what governments can do. We do not have a magic
wand that can suddenly reverse the kind of social
tragedy we see in Consett and elsewhere. When Mr
Boyes appeals to the Commission for massive aid, I
beg him to be consistent. Appeal to the Commission by
all means, but do not at the same time turn round and
advocate that the United Kingdom should leave the
European Community and therefore cut itself off from
the very source of funds for which you are appealing.

I wish in addition that Roland had actually come to
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employment

when we were discussing his motion on Consett,

because he could have made some additional points.
But he was not there because he was at the Labour
Party Conference which was discussing withdrawal
from the Community. So if you genuinely want to
help the people in Consett, get the big policies right
and it is my passionate belief that those big policies
involve Britain continuing to stay in this Community.

President. — I call Mr Calvez.

Mr Calvez. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group I
appealed on 14 October for European solidarity in the
interests of the producers and workers in the iron and
steel industries of the Member States, because the
emphasis should be placed on a fair distribution of the
sacrifices to be made and therefore on the importance
of the monitoring procedures decided by the Commis-
sion.
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The restructuring of this sector of industry has not
been completed, and it has already cost a great deal in
both economic and social terms. The Liberal and
Democratic Group has called on the Council to agree
to the Commission’s proposal that the necessary
appropriations up to 112 m EUA should be released in
order to alleviate some of the social consequences of
the restructuring of the iron and steel industry.

I wish to concentrate today on the social aspect and
would begin by asking the Commission what it thinks
of the decisions taken by the American Government to
ban imports into the United States of special steels
made by a French company.

We ourselves have not succambed to the temptation of
protectionism, but we find that the United States is
using this economic weapon against a Community
country. This is a dangerous practice for the future.

[ have noted the recent communication from the
Commission to the Council on measures in favour of
workers in the iron and steel industry. This communi-
cation refers to the legal basis to be adopted to justify
the granting to steel workers of allowances for early
retirement and short-time work.

On the question of whether the ECSC contribution
can form the subject of a direct subsidy from the
general budget without a specific normative act, the
views of the Commission and of the Committee on
Budgets are diametrically opposed. When your house
is on fire, you call the firebrigade without worrying
about clauses in the insurance policy. The iron and
steel sector is undergoing a crisis. By virtue of Article
95 of the ECSC Treaty, our Parliament can and must
find a solution to this problem.

The second remark I should like to make concerns the
nature and urgency of the implementation of the social
measures necessitated by the employment situation in
the iron and steel sector, because Europe is the hardest
hit of all the geographical areas. This situation is
aggravated by the fact that the European iron and
steel industry has a greater surplus capacity than its
Japanese and American competitors.

It is therefore a matter of urgency that, while imple-
menting the steel plan, the Community should concen-
trate all its efforts on social aid measures for compan-
ies in difficulty. Provision is expressly made — I
hardly need recall — for such measures in Articles
56 (2) (b) and 95 of the ECSC Treaty.

What are these measures? I should like to make a
distinction between two major strategies. Firstly, it is
essential, in view of the human aspects of the imple-
mentation of the restructuring plan, for the companies
themselves to conceive of new forms of action and
intervention, while taking account of the specific posi-
tion of the workers whose jobs are threatened. In
addition, this strategy has its raison d’étre in the fact

that social security systems and the economic problems
of the iron and steel centres usually differ from one
country to another.

In this respect, I feel the governments of the countries
concerned must be able to conclude bilateral agree-
ments as a means of coordinating the implementation
of a policy of this kind. Secondly, in the next few days
— and I stress the urgent need for action — the
Community must take the measures for which the
ECSC Treaty provides, some of which merit very close
attention.

Under Article 56 of the ECSC Treaty the Community
should make full use of the intervention quotas for
which the Treaties provide to ensure, first of all, the
payment of wages to employees should they be laid off
temporarily as a result of a change in acuivity. Such
compensation might be paid to the companies in the
form of Community allowances.

Furthermore — and this in the hope that medium-
term action will be taken — the Community should
bear part of the cost of training workers forced to
change their jobs, because under Article 95 of the
ECSC Treaty the restructuring plan requires the
introduction wherever possible of measures such as
early retirement and the adjustment of working hours.

To conclude, I would refer to a basic measure: a
Community directive should be issued to limit over-
time to such an extent that it does not affect the
employment situation in the iron and steel centres.
The political will of the Member States is needed as
never before. Let us hope that it finds expression in the
days that follow this debate.

President. — I call Mr Peters.

Mr Peters. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the common market in coal and steel was the
first stage of the European Community. At the time,
the Treaty was expressly concluded for the raw mater-
ials industries of Europe, to enable joint projects and
objectives to be pursued. This first stage of the
common market must not be destroyed by the differ-
ences among the steel companies. Nor must it be
destroyed by egoistic national arguments without
regard for common objectives and joint development.
The Coal and Steel Treaty provides instruments which
can help us to overcome the structural crisis in the
steel industry.

How did this structural crisis occur? The stagnation
of consumption throughout the world, the growth of
new capacities in the developing countries and in the
Eastern Bloc and decline in consumption particularly
in Europe have resulted in overcapacities. This led to
the loss of a total of 160 000 jobs in the countries of
the European Community from 1974 to 1980, 30 000
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of them in the Federal Republic, or 13 % of jobs in the
steel industry, 40 000 in France (28 %), 3 000 in the
Netherlands (12-5 %), 17 000 in Belgium (26-5 %),
7 000 in Luxembourg (over 30 %) and 67 000 in the
United Kingdom (33 %). All the countries have there-
fore contributed to this structural crisis. The countries
which have invested and modernized most have come
off best, as we can see from these percentages. But
then this structural crisis was joined by a serious cycli-
cal downswing, and the voluntary cartel known as
Eurofer I collapsed. The blame for this most recent
crisis must quite clearly be laid at the door of the
companies, because when the all-against-all battle for
shares of the market and production began, some
companies depressed their prices so much that the very
existence even of modern companies in the Federal
Republic was threatened. In view of this battle, this
process of self-laceration by the laws of the market-
place in the steel industry, the Commission had no
choice but to apply Article 58 of the ECSC Treaty. We
thus had a manifest crisis.

I must make it quite clear that at that time the
Commission chose the right course and that the appli-
cation of this article was the only way of stopping the
downswing. At this juncture I should like to thank Mr
Davignon, because he acted very wisely in this. As you
know, the Federal Republic was initially very much
opposed to the application of Article 58, principally
because it was afraid that the German steel industry
might be further penalized as a result of its previous
considerable achievements in modernizing at an early
date. This has been avoided by the allocation of
quotas. The Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany then joined the other eight governments in
approving the application of Article 58. We thus have
the acceptance of European responsibility and a unani-
mous decision based on the ECSC Treaty. I very much
welcome this.

The Commission must now watch the Community’s
flanks. Not that I would now call for the application
of Article 74. In my view, that cannot be done at
present. Agreements must be reached instead. But at
the same time the grey market in unofficial imports
must be prevented from developing in complete free-
dom. It is now up to the companies, because this is
only a temporary freeze, a mere stop-gap. We must
now build on this, and that goes for the companies
too, particularly the Germans who have said: We can
and want to conclude a voluntary agreement on pro-
duction restrictions. 1 consider voluntary agreements
better than compulsory quotas. But the companies can
and must now prove that they can reach such volun-
tary agreement. It is not now a question of simply talk-
ing big, but of really coming to comprehensive,
constructive and detailed voluntary agreements by the
end of June of next year, so that the European steel

industry can get itself out of the crisis under Eurofer
1L

Early next year the Commission must also submit a
more extensive structural programme to help ‘the
European steel industry to develop into a modern,
efficient and competitive industry. This cannot be
achieved by maintaining obsolete plants with State
subsidies and allowing modern plants to go to the
wall: it can only mean ensuring the Community’s steel
industry has adequate capacities by modernizing.

The European Community is dependent on a strong
steel industry of its own. An industrial company
cannot exist without this supplier of basic materials.
This must be understood and the industrial base must
therefore be secured. At this point I should like to say
a few words on what is happening in Dortmund. Here
we have further investments, modernization and the
construction of a steel plant. It is not only the workers
and the works council, but also the town council, the
municipal authorities, the chief burgomaster, the
whole region and the whole business community who
are fighting for additional investments.

The object of modernization and ensuring the contin-
ued efficiency of the European steel industry — as in
Dortmund — is to maintain major steel centres rather
than allowing them to be completely eliminated. And
this is true not only of Germany, not only of Dort-
mund, but also of Consett, of France, Lorraine and
other areas. Finally, it is essential that not only a more
extensive structural programme, but also a social
back-up programme should now be put forward. The
Council will lose credibility if it approves the applica-
tion of Article 58 without providing for social back-up
measures and appropriate funds from the general
budget. We in the European Community will lose
credibility if the inevitable closures and the inevitable
short-time work is not accompanied by social aid to
the workers in the steel industry to enable them to find
new jobs, to provide them with a decent living durmg
this period and to enable them to receive appropriate
training. I believe this will be an acid test for the

Council.

President. — I call Mr Michel.

Mr Michel. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, between interventionism and anarchy there is
room for a reasonable arrangement, and in a market
economy such as ours the Commissioner, in this case
Mr Davignon, must be commended for his attempt to
restore order in a crisis situation within and outside
the Community.

The application of Article 58 as a regulatory mechan-
ism for a fixed period obviously presupposes that the
measures which have been taken will be joined by
voluntary action, which will itself be very limited
because it will extend from November of this year
until June of next year. There should be various
measures which, if taken at the economic level, are
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accompanied, at the social level, by various arrange-
ments to ensure that not always the same people
suffer. If we look at the figures, we find that over
100 000 workers have lost their jobs in the iron and
steel industry in the four years that have just ended
and that over 100 000 workers have been forced to go
on to short-time work, which is becoming a worry for
quite a number of them.

Referring to what is happening not in completely
general terms, but in my own region, I find that in the
Walloon area one in four workers in the iron and steel
industry has lost his job. And I also find that of the
792 000 jobs throughout the Community over 200 000
are at present in danger, a danger which will grow
further in the coming months. We should therefore
adopt a common and determined position with the
trade unions, with the Economic and Social Commit-
tee and with the Consultative Committee of the Euro-
pean Coal and Steel Community.

Let us take as an example the situation that has
occurred in the South of the Belgian Province of
Luxembourg and also in the centre of the country. I
find that throughout my country the workers have at
present a feeling of despair, and I do not mean simply
those who have retired early, not only those who are
on short time, but above all the young people. The
question is, therefore, what the Community and also
what our governments are going to do to develop
substitute activities. You see, it is not enough, even
with the social measures which have been taken, to
give people the means to live: they must also be given
a reason to live. And that is where we have fallen
down. We should therefore like to see coordinated
action being taken to initiate various measures to give
our young people a reason to be living again, and
above all we should like to see action taken in various
new directions in cooperation with the trade unions,
the social organizations and those who have the capi-
tal, because, you see, in this crisis period we should
remember that it is the man in the street, who does not
know what he will be earning from 1 January to
31 December, who is being asked to be public-spirited.

And he is being asked to show some discipline and
some common sense. But for the ‘haves’ there is not
only flight of capital organized for them and with
them, but also organized irresponsibility at national
level and at Community level. If we want these things
to change, we must have the courage to take the
necessary steps for tomorrow, and for this reason we
shall be approving not only the resolution contained in
the report before us, but also referring back to the
proposals made in the Peters report, and with all those
who want to achieve economic and social progress, we
shall be flighting to ensure that this is translated into
reality, into everyday life.

President. — I call Mrs Vayssade.

Mrs Vayssade. — (F) Mr President, four weeks ago
the French Socialists recalled what the objectives of
any iron and steel policy should be: maintenance of
employment and maintenance of production capacities
in each country. They also said that recourse to Art cle
58 would be justified and effective only if certain
conditions were fulfilled.

It is with this in mind that I have read and carefully
studied the publication of 31 October on the measures
taken by the Commission. I find that the measures
advocated will not guarantee the maintenance of
employment or the maintenance of production capaci-
ties. These measures give us no guarantee as rega-ds
employment. The economic measures are not accom-
panied by a single social measure. All we have are
promises from the Council, which are not accompa-
nied by dates or figures and which only concern early
retirement and short-time work. And this same Coun-
cil has completely removed any reference to appro-
priations for social measures in the iron and stzel
industry from the draft budget we considered a fo-t-
night ago in Luxembourg. I therefore have doubts
about the Council’s intentions in this field.

v

There is nothing about the reduction of workiig
hours, nothing about a fifth shift, nothing about the
abolition of overtime, nothing about a genuine
regional policy for the hardest hit regions, includiag
my own, Lorraine. Some days after the announcement
of the Community measures Sacilor informed us in
Lorraine that it was making 1 600 workers redundant,
that is to say | 600 workers in addition to those whose
redundancy had already been planned two years ago.
This announcement about redundancies by Sacilor
leaves us in doubt about the ability of the measurss
now being implemented at Community level to guar-
antee the maintenance of adequate production capaci-
ties in the Member States, especially France.

For years the anti-crisis policy has consisted in propos-
ing cutbacks in production, which each time were 10
be temporary and were simply designed to allow tle
Member States to take some action or other. This has
led to a reduction in the production capacities of all
the Member States and more specifically perhaps in
my own country. Above all, the policy has consisted in
allowing these measures to be applied by the Eurofer
cartel, in other words exclusively by the employers in
the iron and steel industry. This policy has already
been denounced, and denounced in this Chamber,
particularly by Jean Laurain, who was a Member of
the previous Parliament.

I feel it must be said again and again that this policy,
which has never been accompanied by a steel industry
policy, a policy aimed at increasing steel consumption
in the Community, was incapable of making the Euro-
pean iron and steel industry work and could but
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undermine the production capacities of certain coun-
tries. In France, whole plants and regions have felt the
full force of this policy. They make a sad list —
Denain, Valenciennes, Villerupt, Longwy, Homecourt
and now Joeuf, Hagondange, Thionville — I believe
almost all the main iron and steel towns in France have
been affected or are being affected to a greater or
lesser degree.

The ‘measures proposed and taken by the decision of
31 October, which are moreover retroactive and apply
from 1 October, are a continuation of this policy. The
cutbacks in production and supplies that have been
decided affect the products already hardest hit by the
recession in my country. [ am sorry, Mr Commis-
sioner, but when I read about these measures, I feel
obliged to put it in everyday language: Sorry, but
we’ve already done our bit.

In addition, the Commission refuses to apply Arti-
cle 74 and so ensure effective exploitation of the Euro-
pean market. This does not surprise me. The speakers
who preceded me have also repeatedly referred to this.

To conclude, I should like to raise on particular
point. When, two months ago, I tried to find out what
would be the impact of the proposed measures in indi-
vidual plants and regions and on the workers in the
iron and steel industry, I came up against a wall of
secrecy everywhere. Implementation will be checked
by the Commission, but it has nothing to do with
parliamentarians or the workers. I feel that this raises
another problem. When and how will the workers
really have the right to speak and at what level? When
and how will this Parliament have a genuine right to
check the measures taken? Only when the whole thing
is over and all that remains to be done is to pay the
bill?

Mr President, four weeks ago we said that Article 58
might be useful if certain conditions were fulfilled. At
the time we did not feel these conditions had been
fulfilled. The Commission has done nothing since to
take account of our remarks, and I feel that Article 58
will above all serve to re-form the Eurofer cartel. We
cannot therefore support the policy which has just
been implemented.

President. — I call Mr Bonde.

Mr Bonde. — (DK) Mr President, distinguished
colleagues, if some visitors from a distant planet had
come here and overheard the debate we have had here
today, they might well wonder whether we were a lot
of fools here on Earth. They would observe that there
was a great need for steel to make new houses, ships
and bridges, and that this could unite people to abolish
poverty and provide a good standard of living for all.
But they would find that, when the EEC intervenes, it
is not for an increase, but for a reduction in steel

output. When the EEC intervenes, it is not for a
reduction, but for an increase in steel prices.

These people from another planet, standing here on
earth, might well wonder. But we, who are hardened

EEC-watchers, would have to explain to them that this

was not just an isolated example of EEC activities.
While people go hungry, we contribute money for the
destruction of food. When they need milk, we devote
resources to slaughtering cattle. When they are happy
and healthy, we vote funds to drive them to the scrap-
heap. So when the EEC intervenes in the steel situa-
tion, why should it act differently?

But there are some who surprise me in this matter.
They are the people from those organizations who
ought to be looking after the interests of Danish
industry. Every time steel prices go up by 10 %, there
is an increase of more than 300 million kroner in the
costs of factories that have to buy steel. This becomes
even worse when competing with firms in third coun-
tries that can buy steel more cheaply than we can. It
means falling exports, rising imports, and fewer jobs.
But the Industrial Council, which for a while was
carrying out an advertising campaign in the newspa-
pers and on public transport, does not know — or will
not explain — what EEC steel regulations mean for its
own industry. They are so besotted with the EEC that
they completely forget to look after their own inter-
ests. Just imagine if those involved in steel organiza-
tions were to think as much of the EEC’s inflationary
intervention policy as of the wage-earner’s cost of
living settlements.

The representatives of the Peoples Party will not vote
for some of the published proposal. For we do not
believe that the EEC can do any good to Roland
Boyes and John Lee, and we know it can do no good
for Danish workers and businessmen.

President. — I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) 1
should like to begin by reporting, as briefly as possible,
on the situation and then to reply to the principal
remarks that have been made during this debate.

To start, then, by reporting on the situation, in other
words explaining the Council’s decision. Various
speakers have said that the Council reached a
compromise and that Article 58 is not being applied as
the Commission proposed. I am afraid I must deny
that this is the case. The Commission told the Council
in the clearest possible terms that it would not accept
any change in its proposals — because it is the
Commission which takes the decision — which threa-
tened the effectiveness of this system and the possibil-
ity of monitoring it. That is why in the two areas in
which there has been a change, tubes and special
steels, we have decided on alternative formulae, alter-
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native practical methods which differ from those we
originally proposed, but serve the same purpose.

Allow me to explain briefly. As regards tubes, the
market for which stimulates other market sectors, we
felt that it was not necessary to have a quota, to the
extent that we could be sure that the products
intended for tubes were in fact used in the manufac-
ture of tubes, and we therefore took a supplementary
decision — under Article 95 of the Treaty — allowing
us to check with the tube manufacturers that material
which escaped the restrictive quotas was used to make
tubes. Checks on production, checks on use.

As regards special steels, we have applied the same
method, that is of making sure that it is not possible to
increase the manufacture of ordinary products and
claim they are special products. And here again we
have a system of dual checks and, in addition to that,
the Commission has been empowered to include these
various products in the quota system if the checks
reveal that there is an inadmissible shift from ordinary
products to special products. I feel this explanation is
necessary to show that the Commission was prepared
to change its position only on condition that it was
given the responsibility to administer a system it
considered ‘manageable’.

As regards external matters, frequent reference has
been made to Article 74. I should like to make things
absolutely clear about Article 74. The majority, not to
say almost all exports to the Community come from
States with which we have agreements. These agree-
ments provide for solidarity in such cases, in other
words such exports will be treated in the same way as
Community products, so that where there is a drop in

* consumption here, there will be an adjustment in the
figures relating to exports from these countries which
are subject to an agreement.

I should like to day to Mr Herman — I was surprised
this was not taken up immediately — that, of course,
when we conduct negotiations, we begin by wanting
to apply the instruments we have. Then we can say to
these States that if they do not play the game as far as
bilateral arrangements are concerned, the Commission
has various means at its disposal, including Article 74.
That is how the situation has been clearly defined: the
external aspect is now governed by a system under
which the Member States have a responsibility, in that
it is for them to keep statistics on imports and for the
Commission to check them against the figures agreed
under the arrangements with third countries. And of
course the third countries have a similar interest in
ensuring that these measures are correctly applied,
because, if they are not, other measures may be taken.
But the fact that in 1979 Spain, to which frequent
reference has been made, did not'respect some of the
agreements concluded with us has resulted in our
carrying over the excesses of 1979 to 1980. That is
how we keep the market going, and I believe this is the
best way of doing it, because what we need to do is

not to take action against the other European coun-
tries which do not belong to the Community, but to
act with them to make the system work. Of course, the
present system is more restrictive towards the Eastern
Bloc countries, for example, than it is towards the
countries of the free trade area.

I should also like to say that, as Mr Martinet’s resclu-
tion demands, we shall keep a very close watch on aur
trade with the United States, and in this respect I
would refer to a figure which I find important:
although our exports to the United States have
decreased in absolute terms, they have remained
almost the same in relative terms, in terms of market
shares, and that is what we are arguing about at the
moment. We must be very careful about the figures we
choose. As regards the'actual case referred to, he
banning by the United States of imports of special steel
made by a French company, I can tell you that we 1ire
discussing this matter with the Americans. The cise
that has arisen concerns a specific delivery of special
steel which the Americans claim has been made with
nickel originating from Cuba and is therefore subjzct
to the general American legislation on the boycott of
that country. We are in the process of clarifying this
matter. Nevertheless, we are not talking about an
American measure that applies to all special steels.

Regarding the situation on the market, I feel tvo
things can be said. Firstly, the figures on production in
October have unfortunately shown the Commissio1’s
forecasts to be well-founded, in other words there w as
a considerable drop in production compared with the
same month the previous year, which prompts me to
say to Mrs Vayssade that, when we talk abcut
decreases in producuon, it is not a question of know-
ing whether the companies have already done their it
or not. The question simply cannot be phrased in these
terms. It is a matter of knowing whether the decrease
in production that is in any case occurring because of
the cyclical downswing is to be arbitrarily decided >y
the individual producer or whether it is to be organ-
ized in such a way that the burden is fairly shared.

And in the same context I should like to say to our
Irish friend — I am saying a great deal to a great ma1y
people who have asked questions, but who were in a
greater hurry to ask their questions than to listen to
the answers; but with the patience the Commission
must have when important matters are being
discussed,. I shall nevertheless reply so that they can
have the pleasure of reading the answers in the Report
of Proceedings — I should like to say to him that, 1s
new production is concerned, we shall be able o
calculate the quota of this company, which has had the
Commission’s authorization and which is a typical
case of industrial restructuring based on industrial
cooperation between an Irish and a French firm of the
type we are looking for. The quota it will be allocated
when they start working again will take account of
this new figure, but there will, of course, be a quota.
No company will escape the quota: that is the rule laid
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down in Article 58. As regards checks I can say that
since the beginning of November the 45 Commission
teams have been on the spot to ensure that those who
respect the law are not penalized and that those who
do not, do not get away with it. That is the purpose of
the checks. And we intend to take particular care that
the system works properly.

Mr President, that is the situation as it stands. I should
now like come to some of the questions which have
been raised. The first question: should we not have
applied Article 58 earlier? I would say that the
Commission has made every effort while the anti-crisis
plan has been in force to keep Parliament and its
appropriate committees informed and that throughout
that period the measures advocated by the Commis-
sion, in other words the measures designed to ensure
the effectiveness of an anti-crisis plan based on a
voluntary system with a social aspect and a redevelop-
ment aspect, were largely approved by this Parliament
and that, with the exception of one group, which
always called for the application of Article 58, every-
one felt that this was the best way of handling the
matter. As soon as it was found that this was no longer
working, the Commission put forward its proposals,
and I do not believe it can be said to have acted too
slowly, since we made our proposals on 4 October and
they entered into force retroactively from 1 October.
So I really do not think it can be said there has been a
delay or that the Council could not express its opinion
promptly, since the Commission took this decision in
three weeks. If the Council always made up its mind in
three weeks, think how much progress the Community
could make.

On the far more fundamental question of restructur-
ing, to which Mrs Baduel Glorioso has referred in a
far more general way, proceeding from a particularly
hard case — the steel works in Consett — I should
like to say this.

Firstly, the Commission attaches the utmost import-
ance to the discussions which will be taking place
within the Council in February on the basis of various
suggestions made by the Commission. What has the
Community been lacking up to now, because the
Member States did not want to discuss the issue? It is
not that we are lacking an overall view of the Commu-
nity’s total iron and steel production capacity. This has
been included in the general steel production objec-
tives since 1978. We have figures. But on competitive-
ness, on restructuring procedures, on products, on
sites, on regional distribution, on none of these issues
has there been a genuine debate between the Commis-
sion and the Member States.

Today the Member States want such discussions to
ensure that present restructuring efforts are being
made along the right lines in two respects. They want
to know that the burden is being fairly shared, and
they want to make sure that these efforts are effective
so that the level of restructuring corresponds to

economic reality and thus provides the security the
workers need, an aspect to which so many speakers
have referred this morning. How could the workers
fail to be shocked when a restructuring effort, made in
very difficult circumstances, did not result in the strik-
ing of a balance in certain companies? That can
happen when there is ignorance of the scope and
objective nature of this restructuring effort. I therefore
feel that it was fundamentally right for the Council, by
approving Article 58, not to view the issue only in the
short term — and Article 58 provides for the short
term — but to consider what must be the longer-term
goal of the restructuring of the iron and steel industry
and so to ensure that the aids and subsidies authorized
by virtue of the Council’s decision — under Article 95
— a year ago are not used to perpetuate a situation
where there is a lack of competitiveness but to make
this restructuring succeed. I believe that, subject to
what the debate produces — and it will not be easy —
that the Council has adopted a course which is impor-
tant and essential as regards the Commission’s ability
subsequently to state its views on new investments,
several of which have been referred to today. It is
absolutely essential that, in the present circumstances,
the Commission should do everything necessary to
perform this function of stating its opinions so that we
do not have a recurrence of past situations with
companies with areas of activity that might theoreti-
cally be profitable being nevertheless forced to close
down, simply because there is structural overcapacity
in the Community. And let no one think that this is
something exceptional.

The Japanese probably made an even greater mistake
than the Community with regard to the size of the
future market. But they reacted sooner than we did
and as a result were quicker to adopt various measures
than we have been. Capacities in Japan have been
closed down even though they were at a level of
competiveness and technical quality that many of our
companies have not yet achieved. It is therefore very
important that we make investments today that permit
the creation of technically worthwhile production
facilities which we discover in future are not needed
because of the actual market situation or which cannot
be efficient because the capacity at which they operate
is so low that they produce at excessive costs.

Mrs Baduel Glorioso also stressed the abnormality of
restructuring without a global policy designed to bring
new life to regions particularly hard hit by restructur-
ing. In a way, redevelopment is the long-term policy,
while the social aspect is the short-term policy. It is
precisely in these terms that the problem must be
phrased, it seems to me. It is becoming essential to
pursue a concerted policy aimed at establishing the
conditions required for a revival of economic and
industrial activity wherever this is possible and espe-
cially in the regions that have suffered structural hard-
ships, like those to which reference has been made.
Horizontal action and vertical action must be taken at
Community level — horizontal, meaning the overall
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effort to achieve coherence in our economic policies;
we shall be talking about this tomorrow and I shall not
dwell on the point; vertical, meaning that where we
see industries and markets developmg in other coun-
tries, we must find out why this is not happening in
Europe.

Referring again to the United States, from where, due
to the vagaries of aviation, I arrived this morning later
than I had intended, I should like to apologize to
those who spoke this morning before my arrival. But
from the very accurate notes [ have been given I know
exactly what they said. [ am struck by the fact that in
every area of industrial innovation activities in the
United States develop without that country having
taken any measures such as we have taken. It is essen-
tial that we analyse the causes of these differences so
that we can remedy the situation. It is not enough to
make a diagnosis: action must be taken too. The
Commission has therefore again decided to present a
strategy on innovation, development and investment
to the European Council meeting planned for early
December. Of course, the instruments the Commis-
sion has at its disposal — the Regional Fund, our
borrowing capacity, the policies of the European
Investment Bank — must be used to help us to achieve
the objectives we shall be setting ourselves in coopera-
tion with the Member States.

Everyone, Mr President, has spoken of the social
aspect. By approving the application of Article 58, the
Council has committed itself to taking decisions in
November regarding regulations on the one hand and
the budget on the other. The Commission will be
meeting the Council at that time. I believe that it is not
the time for forecasts. What is important is to know
whether or not the Council will honour its commit-
ment. Mr Calvez has alluded to the technical difficul-
ties that remain. There are none, or they exist only for
those who wish to create them. There is no reason
why transfers should not be made from the EEC
budget to the ECSC budget. Of course, the necessary
decisions have to be taken. That is not a technical
difficulty. What cannot be done is simply to allocate
money to the ECSC budget without a decision of
some kind, because the ECSC budget is, as it were,
independent. A donation must therefore be made from
the EEC budget to the ECSC budget. This can be
done because the objectives of the two Treaties tally in
this very respect. It is not a legal problem.

Secondly, the urgent action that must be taken does
not create any problems. I have heard it said that
perhaps not enough will be done in the social field. We
can discuss all that. But what is essential — and we
must all agree on this — is that, if the Council does
not decide to make this donation to the ECSC budget,
the ECSC will not be able to honour its commitments
to the workers. That would be intolerable, because it
would mean that while a worker who suffered hard-
ship as a result of restructuring in 1978 or early 1979
received a contribution from the ECSC, he got

’

nothing in the second half of 1979 or 1980 because the
ECSC budget was incapable of providing. And please
do not ask us to increase the levies at a time when we
are trying to restore order to the steel companies.
Please do not tell us to tax the companies and call that
a social policy. I believe that there is no longer any
sense in deciding that these social measures must be
financed exclusively from national contributions. What
is needed is Community action, not a scale of national
contributions. This is something for the Community
budget.

The Budget Council will be meeting next week. It
must decide on the procedures for the transfer to the
ECSC budget and on the amount to be transferred.
The Council of Ministers must decide on the features
of the specific social aid to be provided under our
policy. This is not the social aid referred to in Article
58. I am referring to the social aspect we have been
talking about since the anti-crisis plan for the iron and
steel industry has been in existence. There is now no
more time to be lost, there must be no more shilly-
shallying, it is now a question of yes or no.

In this context, it seems important to me for the
Commission to know that Parliament, almost in its
entirety, sees in the Council’s decison on this issue a
test of its ability to honour its commitments. On the
other hand, as Mr Friedrich said this morning, we
must not have a situation in which the only policies
accepted by the Council at Community level are those
that concern difficult or unpopular issues. That would
be intolerable at political level and in terms of the idea
underlying the Community. It is not for the Commu-
nity to do things which the Member States do not
want to do. It is for the Community to tackle all the
important aspects of a problem when it is obvious that
this problem can be dealt with better, more fairly and
more correctly at Community level.

Just two more comments, Mr President. The first one
concerns information. I was very interested to hear
Mrs Vayssade say that we cannot find out what is
happening because of business secrets and so on. That
is not the problem. The Treaty lays down extremely
precise rules on the information that may be given. We
are talking about the Treaty here, and we must
observe its provisions on this as any other subject. But
on behalf of the Commission I will undertake to prov-
ide the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs
with information on the development of the sitation,
overall production figures for each Member State,
information on what is happening, at what level the
system is being applied, what we should do to bring
companies not covered by the system to their senses.
These are not just empty words, since I did have the
opportunity to inform the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs between the Council’s first and
last meetings. We shall go on doing so. I am quitc
prepared to agree to reporting generally on the situa-
tion in the iron and steel industry after the February
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ministerial discussions on restructuring, rather than
waiting until the discussions on redevelopment.

Now to my second comment. It has been asked why
the Commission is so determined that Article 58
should only concern temporary measures. There are
two reasons for this. The first is that we can undertake
to ensure that this system is properly implemented and
monitored for a period of eight months. We cannot do
so for longer than that. Some people have the habit of
trying to beat the system. The only way of preventing
this would be to take on a horde of country policemen
in an attempt to catch the poachers who will always be
quicker than we are. I believe in the temporary nature
of an exceptional measure like that for which Article
58 provides. This does not mean that after June there
will be no more iron and steel programme, no more
anti-crisis programme. But the action consisting in
transferring overall responsibility from the companies
to the public sector should not continue beyond that
date. If during that period, in which tempers will cool
and the problems can be approached more objectively,
it is not possible to convince the iron and steel
companies of what is in their best interests, I do not
believe there will be any virtue in extending the
system.

As regards the quotation — correct, by the way — of
something I said, all that needs to be done is to place it
in context. The question was: since you feel that it is
not necessary to continue applying Article 58, what
are you going to do? My answer is: if I continue to
have responsibility for this area at Community level in
the future, I am convinced that, unless something
unusual and extraneous occurs, there will be no reason
for the continued application of Article 58 and I shall
not be proposing its continued application to the
Commission. I have also been asked: what if the
Commission does not agree with you? The answer is
quite clear, and I believe those who have had executive
responsibility will agree with me: if a government does
not accept your views on an essential aspect of your
policy, it means that the government does not agree
with you and that, therefore, you no longer agree with
the government. As an individual is less important than
the Commission as a whole, it is the individual who
leaves in the event of disagreement. I feel that is the
only answer that can be given when a question of this
nature is asked, especially when you believe in what
you are doing and when you believe you must be
consistent with the proposals you have made.

To conclude, I should like to thank Parliament for
agreeing that the Commission was right to assume the
responsibilities it has under the Treaty and also that
this essential sector of the economy cannot be saved
solely by measures taken by the industry itself. On the
contrary, it can only be saved by an overall approach
to the social field and to redevelopment. And to the
extent that we succeed with our activities in both these
directions, we shall be able to show that Europe can
respond to the problems of individuals, restore secur-

ity and provide new development and future pros-
pects, and Europe will then have no fear of the future.
That is why, whatever the difficulties the future may
present, Mr Ansart, we shall approach it with our
heads held high and not backwards, as you suggest,
perhaps because that is the method you yourself apply
too often.

President. — I call Mr Vredeling.

Mr Vredeling, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (NL) Mr President, I have simply asked for the
floor to underline briefly what Mr Davignon has said
in a wider context about the importance of the social
aspect of our proposals. I can do so very briefly. I
should like to thank Parliament for the massive
support we have received from all sides of the House
for our proposals on the social policy. We now have
something to go on in the Council, which now faces
the moment of truth. By this time next week we shall
know more. That is when the Council will be discuss-
ing our proposal on social aid, and I hope that Mr
Spencer will be proved wrong in his rather light-
hearted contention that some Member States are
applying to the Commission for assistance with social
measures while their delegations are doing everything
they can to avoid making the payments. That would be
so paradoxical that I refuse to believe a situation of
this kind will arise. T will conclude by quoting
someone who has held the highest office in an impor-
tant Member State: ‘It is essential that we create a
social Europe.” That statement was made by Willy
Brandt when he was still Federal Chancellor. I should
also like to express the hope that Mr Brandt’s succes-
sor and the governments of all nine Member States
will think of this at a time when a decision has to be
taken on this subject at Council level. We are talking
about the credibility of our actions. There is also the
question of whether the trade union movement can
continue to play its role, and hitherto it has supported
the process of European integration. If the Council is
not conscious of this responsibility, I fear the worst for
Europe. [ am approaching the end of my mandate, but
personally I am beginning to have my doubts about
Europe.

President. — I call Mr Boyes.

Mr Boyes. — I should like — just for a change! — to
thank Mr Davignon and Mr Vredeling for their
replies, though they did not deal very specifically with
Consett. Inevitably I am going to be asked, ‘Are you
optimistic or pessimistic?’. So I say to them that,
though I cannot talk about sums of money, I just hope
that the Commission will have noted the attitude of
everyone here today to the problems of Consett and
will be able to do something about it. At the end of
this debate therefore — and it may be a difficult ques-
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tion for them to answer — I would ask whether we
may have an assurance from Mr Davignon and Mr
Vredeling that in future they will be talking particu-
larly about Consett.

President. — I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, I can give an answer on this. Consett is a
specific problem, the impact on the region being
specifically the outcome of restructuring. As regards
the redevelopment effort, the part of our proposal
which concerns redevelopment — since the social
aspect will be covered by the normal rules — I can say
that if we are presented with projects, we will do every-
thing in our power to try to make them succeed.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motions for resolutions will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

6. Siting of nuclear power stations in frontier regions

President. — The next item is the report by Mrs von
Alemann, on behalf of the Committee on Energy and
Research, on the siting of nuclear power stations in
frontier regions (Doc. 1-442/80).

I should like to inform the House that Mr Coppieters
is a co-signatory of Amendments Nos 2, 8 and 9 by
Mr Gendebien and that Mrs Bonino, Mr Coppieters
and Mr Pannella are co-signatories of Amendments
Nos 3 to 7 and 10 to 13 by Mr Gendebien. Amend-
ments Nos 38 to 49 have been tabled by Mrs Scrivener
and others in their own rights.

I call Mrs von Alemann.

Mrs von Alemann, rapportewr. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, as the rapporteur of the
Committee on Energy and Research I wish to present
and explain this motion for a resolution on the siting
of nuclear power stations in frontier regions.

Firstly, the effects of major technologies usually
extend well beyond limited, local areas. This is parti-
cularly true of nuclear facilities. Problems therefore
arise’ when it comes to choosing a site for a plant of
this kind in a frontier region, because what pollution
occurs is bound to affect areas on both sides of the
frontier. I shall discuss this aspect in the first part of
my statement.

Another problem, which is connected not with the
immediate proximity of a frontier, but with matters of

industrial competition, is how to prevent at European
level the commercial interests of industries in the indi-
vidual Member States from undermining safety and
health standards. I shall be considering this question in
the second part of my statement.

Ladies and gentlemen, the construction of major tech-
nological facilities such a nuclear power stations raises
a number of problems which the builder must face.
One important requirement in the case of nuclear
power stations is the availability of sufficient quantities
of the cooling water that passes through the system.
This means that nuclear power stations are almost
always built on rivers or on the coast. But rivers have
often become national frontiers in the history of
Europe. If we look at a map showing the distribution
of population and industry in Europe, a further reason
why this subject must be discussed will become appar-
ent. It will be seen that most industrial centres are near
frontiers, and I must point out that the term ‘near
frontiers’ should be ysed whenever an industrial
centre is closer to an intra-Community frontier than
the possible effects of nuclear power stations extend.
As nuclear power stations generate electricity that is
principally used in industrial centres, it almost goes
without saying that they are built near the industrial
centres and therefore near frontiers too.

The effects on the environment can be divided into the
constant, the occasional and the theoretically possible.
In the case of the constant impact on the environment
the non-nuclear effect is more significant, while
nuclear pollution takes first place when it comes to
occasional and theoretically possible effects. All these
effects, whether constant, occasional or theoretically
possible, whether non-nuclear — although this aspect
should not be belittled — or nuclear, usually spread
uniformly into the surrounding area and so across
frontiers.

To solve conflicts where transfrontier pollution
occurs, Articles 37 and 41 of the Treaty establishing
the European Atomic Energy Community should be
applied. The requirement to provide information
contained in these articles does not form an adequate
legal basis, since they do not provide for procedures to
be applied in the case of disagreements. In addition,
the Commission has practically no influence because
of the very lax way in which the obligation on a
Member State to provide information is enforced.
While the Commission is still drawing up its opinion,
nuclear power stations are often already under
construction, and no country will be prepared or able
to change its plans should the Commission deliver a
negative opinion, because of the substantial costs of
planning and design and also some of the building, for
example, that have already been incurred. As a remedy
to this unfortunate situation we welcome the proposal
for a Community consultation procedure, which was
approved by the Walz report during the last session of
this Parliament.



64 Debates of the European Parliament

von Alemann

On the other hand, we call for a binding conciliation
procedure. There are two reasons why this procedure
should be established at European level, with the
Commission playing a decisive role in it. The people of
one Member State of the Community will not in the
long term understand why another, neighbouring
country undertakes certain commitments regarding
transfrontier pollution only when bilateral agreements
have been concluded. The people of Europe expect
European integration to produce practical results.
Agreements might also be reached with third coun-
tries, with which we have the same problem, of course.
In line with the idea of integration the best thing
would be for everyone in the Community to have the
same right to information and the same health and
safety standards, no matter on which side of the fron-
tier or in which Community country nuclear facilities
are sited. The prescribed conciliation procedure must
therefore be established at European level, in other
words the Commission must be made responsible.

My second point leads me to the second part of my
statement. The competition among our countries
imposes a quite specific responsibility on us as supra-
national parliamentarians. Countries throughout the
world try to gain a competitive edge for their indus-
tries in every conceivable way. In the case of nuclear
power stations, this may result in the following situa-
tion: to provide its domestic industry with electricity
more quickly and at lower costs than a neighbouring
country, a government may be prepared to lower its
safety and health standards or to make concessions
over requirements and time-limits during authoriza-
tion procedures. As this country thus gains cost advan-
tages, its neighbours can hardly avoid following suit if
they do not want to see the competitive position of
their own industries permanently eroded. It might then
come to — [ apologize for the term — a “concession
race’ among these countries in the area of safety and
health protection standards, and although this would
in uself be disastrous, it would assume a particularly
dangerous dimension where power stations are sited
near frontiers. Furthermore, this argument was
advanced by Parliament’s Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs in its opinion on the Walz
report in 1977:

There varying provisions also result in a distortion of
competition. The establishment of common procedures
and common criteria would make it considerably easier to
build power stations and eliminate distortions of competi-
tion.

As supranational parliamentarians we have a special
responsibility in this respect, because we can show the
way by overcoming and eliminating this deplorable
state of affairs, which can occur anywhere in the
world. In the statement I made on 13 February 1980 in
this Chamber I said that we must not allow energy
prices to force us into a tax concession race. [ say
today that we must be even less prepared to allow the
countries of the Community somehow to run the risk

of engaging in a race by making concessions with
respect to safety and health standards applicable to
nuclear facilities. After all, we denounce such competi-
tion when we negotiate with other countries. In the
negotiations with Canada the Commission was quite
right to reject the right of veto on re-exports which
the Canadian Government wanted. There can be no
talk of re-exports when it comes to trade within the
free market of the Community. But then we cannot
have different standards in the various European
countries.

In the motion for a resolution now before you we
therefore stress the need for the Commission to have
the final say in the settlement of consultation proce-
dures in which agreement has not been reached. Para-
graph 2 in particular therefore refers to the urgent
need for the creation of uniform European safety stan-
dards, with the highest possible standards being
adopted in Europe so that certain countries do not
have to lower theirs. Only when this standardization
has been achieved, will no country be affected by
transfrontier pollution and the danger of a ‘concession
race’ will be averted. Only then can it be said that the
polluter pays principle applies, and only then can we
European Representatives conduct a reasonable
discussion with the people who are now anxious,
particularly those in frontier regions, on how this
problem can be solved.

President. — We shall now suspend our proceedings
until 3 p.m.

The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. and resumed at 3
p-m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDEWIELE

Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.
7. Votes
President. — The next item is the votes on motions

for resolutions on which the debate is closed.

We shall begin with the Habn report (Doc. 1-345/80):
European Music Year.

(Parliament adopted the preamble)
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On paragraph 1 I have two amendments:

— Amendment No 3/rev. by Mr C. Jackson and Mrs
Kellet-Bowman, seeking to replace this paragraph by
the following text:

‘1. Considers that ““the foundations of an ever closer
union” referred to in the Treaty of Rome will be
strengthened by the cultural emphasis which a
“European Community Music Year”, based on
the musical heritage of the Member States, can
give;’

— Amendment No 7 by Mr Balfe, seeking to replace this
paragraph by the following text:

1. Believes that 1985 should be designated as ‘Euro-
pean Music Year’ and invites the Council of
Europe to agree to this proposition;

(Parliament rejected the two amendments and adopted in
turn paragraphs 1 and 2)

On paragraphs 3 and 4 I have five amendments:

— Amendment No 1 by Mr Seligman, seeking to delete
these paragraphs,

— Amendment No 4/rev. by Mr C. Jackson and Mrs
Kellett-Bowman, seeking to replace paragraph 3 by
the following text:

‘3. Designates 1985 “European Community Music
Year” and calls on cultural foundations, local
communities and industry to give their support to
events, celebrating the musical heritage of the
European Community;’

— Amendment No 8 by Mr Balfe, seeking to amend
paragraph 3 to read as follows:

‘3. Considers, however, that such a Music Year,
which would be of interest to people in all parts of
Europe, should be, sponsored both by the Euro-
pean Community and the Council of Europe.

— Amendment No 5/rev. by Mr C. Jackson and Mrs
Kellewt-Bowman, seeking to replace paragraph 4 with
the following text:

‘4. Calls on the Committee for Youth, Culure,
Education, Information and Sport to propose how
the European Parliament itself should promote the
1985 European Community Music Year;’

— Amendment No 9 by Mr Balfe, seeking to add the
following phrase at the end of paragraph 4:

‘...and, in view of the long time involved in
organizing musical events, hopes that the Council
will give its decision by April 19815

(In successive wotes Parliament rejected Amendments
Nos 1 and 4/rev., adopted Amendment No 8 and rejected
Amendments Nos S/rev. and 9; it then adopted paragraph
4)

On paragraph 5 I have three amendments:

— Amendment No é/rev. by Mr C. Jackson and Mrs
Kellett-Bowman, seeking to delete the words

‘in the event that a decision be taken to designate
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1985 “European Music Year”;

— Amendment No 2 by Mr Seligman, seeking to add the
following words at the end of the paragraph:

‘and giving encouragement to young composers
and soloists;’

-— Amendment No 10 by Mr Balfe, seeking to add the
following phrase at the end of the paragraph:

‘...and, whilst realizing the pressure on
resources, by offering some administrative and
translation assistance.’

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Hahn, rapporteur. — (D) I ask the House to
reject the Seligman amendment. The European
Community does not have the means to organize the
year really well.

(In successive votes Parliament rejected Amendment
No 6/rev., adopted Amendment No 2 and rejected
Amendment No 10; it then adopted paragraph 5 thus
amended)

President. — After paragraph 5 I have Amendment
No 11 by Mr Balfe, seeking to add a new paragraph to
read as follows:

‘5a. Resolves to instruct the Committee on Youth,
Culture, Education, Information and Sport to submit
a further report on progress on this matter at the latest '
by the July 1981 part-session;’

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Hahn, rapporteur. — (D) 1 ask Parliament to
reject this amendment also.

(Parliament rejected the amendment and then in succes-
sive votes adopted paragraph 6 and the resolution as a

whole) *

President. — I call Mr Sherlock to speak on a point
of order.

Mr Sherlock. — Paragraph 32 of my programme
notes on Hahn, Mr President, says that I should note
that while under any other president it might have
been B flat, you have managed to get through it F
sharp and allegro ma non troppo.

(Loud laughter)

See O]
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President. — Thank you for your declaration, but it
was not a point of order.

(Laughter and applause)

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Baduel Glorioso report (Doc.
1-463/80): Closure of the Consett steel works.

The resolution is adopted.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained
in the Martinet report (Doc. 1-565/80): EEC-USA rela-
tions in the steel sector.

The resolution is adopted. |

8. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received the following motions
for resolutions with request for urgent debate,
pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure:

— by Mirs Seibel-Emmerling and others, on behalf of the
Socialist Group, on aids for the private storage of veal
containing hormones (Doc. 1-571/80/rev.)

— by Mr Habsburg and others on the release of Rudolf
Hess from Spandau prison (Doc. 1-575/80)

— by Mr Seefeld and others on the future of Eurocon-
trol (Doc. 1-576/80)

— by Mr Glinne and others, on behalf of the Socialist
Group, on the right to strike 1n Greece (Doc. 1-577/
80)

— by Mrs Roudy and others on the abolition of the
death penalty in the European Community (Doc.
1-589/80)

— by Mr de la Maléne and others, on behalf of the
Group of European Progressive Democrats, on the

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(Doc. 1-591/80).

The reasons supporting these requests for urgent
debate are contained in the documents themselves.

The decision on urgent procedure will be taken at the
beginning of tomorrow’s sitting, except in the case of
Document 1-575/80 for which it will be taken at the
beginning of the sitting on the following day.

9. Siting of nuclear power stations in frontier
regions (continuation)

President. — The next item is the continuation of the
debate on the report by Mrs von Alemann (Doc.
1-442/80)

I call Mrs Lizin to speak on behalf of the Socialist
Group.

Mrs Lizin. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
the Socialist Greup approves the content of the report
that has been submitted to us by Mrs von Alemann. It
is in favour of two essential policies in the nuclear
field: firstly, the establishment of nuclear safety stand-
ards at Community level and secondly, and more
importantly, the establishment of a Community proce-
dure for consultations on the siting of nuclear facili-
ties near frontiers, a procedure which she proposes
should be strengthened.

Qur debate today does not concern the crucial ques-
tion of the nuclear option, but protective measures
which must be worked out, harmonized and introd-
uced wherever the nuclear option has been taken in
the past without any kind of democratic debate
beforehand. We therefore congratulate Mrs von
Alemann with the conviction of one who, faced with a
fait accompli , endeavours to limit the damage 1t can
cause, and we agree with the course she proposes
should be adopted to this end.

It is in fact hardly conceivable that power stations of
the same type should be subject to different safety and
control measures in a territory as small as Europe. It is
hardly conceivable that the establishment of these
safety measures and control methods should continue
to remain an object of national egoism for some time
to come, while the choice of the highest possible level
of coordination is essential to ensure effectiveness and
above all the independence of the experts. It is hardly
conceivable that each State should concern itself only
with the implications for its own territory, on the basis
of its own criteria, while the choice of site in some
cases has an atmospheric, hydrological or hydro-
graphical effect over 85 % of which is carried over to
the neighbouring country.

Is it not precisely for such reasons that we set out to
construct Europe? To prevent the systematic domina-
tion of the weakest in a bilateral relationship and to
involve them in a process of solidarity whose scope
and management by a common body would assure
them of impartiality? in these two respects we there-
fore congratulate Mrs von Alemann.

However, we must make some distinction in these
congratulations, for the sake of the very effectiveness
of the course it is proposed we should adopt. We
believe the consultation procedure the Commission is
proposing will be inadequate to the extent that it does
not take its own conclusions to the logical extreme, to
the extent that it does not provide for the arbitration
procedure which would allow it to give its consulta-
tions concrete form and, consequently, to the extent
that it does not provide for a system of sanctions for
the non-observance of the outcome of such arbitra-
tion, and also to the extent that it contemplates
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consultation only on certain very specific measures
and overlooks, for example, the harmonization of
evacuation plans. The consultation procedure should,
in our view, also be accompanied by measures which
strengthen the interpretation of Articles 37 and 41 of
the Euratom Treaty and make them more restrictive.

In one very specific case, the proposal to site nuclear
power stations at Chooz, we have been able to see
how deficient international law is. For over six months
the Belgian Government had to beg for the opening of
negotiations, which have always been informal. The
Commission and Council, questioned on numerous
occasions by many Members of this Assembly, have
always claimed incompetence at this stage of the
procedure because Article 37, for example, cannot be
applied until well after the first decisions, the ones
which in practice dictate where the investment is to be
made, have been taken.

But the most flagrant aspect of the Chooz affair, the
aspect which does most to highlight the need for the
establishment of a Community procedure which fills
this gap in the law, is the lack of balance which may
emerge in a relationship involving only two States.
Faced with the aims of the French electricity produ-
cers, Belgians who are today concerned about the
possible consequences of the Chooz power stations are
hitting their heads against a brick wall. And even if he
were so inclined — which I personally doubt, because
I have no tangible proof to the contrary — the Belgian
Foreign Minister would not have enough pull to force
his French counterpart to take part in a dialogue, let
alone an arbitration procedure.

It is inconceivable that in a bilateral relationship of this
kind conditions might be imposed or even the
construction of a power station at an undesirable site
prevented.

The Socialist Group therefore feels that the controls
and decision-making must be transferred, that the
highest authority must be 2 Community one and that
impartiality must be ensured by entrusting the
Commission with the management of this area within
the framework of a consultation mechanism, with
proper arrangements even when the conclusions are
negative.

Mrs von Alemann, we have proposed that you should
phrase your report in stronger terms. You may rest
assured that what we find important in a field in which
the opinions of the people have so often been trampled
under foot by the electricity producers, whose arrog-
ance is, in my view, equalled only by their profits, is
that your report should culminate in the establishment
of the most effective conditions possible. We hope that
this positive gesture will also be appreciated by the
members of your group — and seeing the amendments
they have tabled, it is doubtful whether they have read
the Euratom Treaty — and that they do not desert
you despite your good intentions.

President. — I call Mrs Walz to speak on behalf of
the European People’s Party (Christian-Democratic
Group).

Mrs Walz. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I should like to begin by thanking Mrs von
Alemann for her excellent report, which will undoubt-
edly be largely approved by Parliament. As you your-
self have said, this report follows on closely from the
own-initiative report I drew up in late 1975 on the
requirements for 2 Community policy on the siting of
nuclear power stations, with account taken of their
acceptability to the public, and a later report on
nuclear power stations in frontier regions. These
reports examined the nuclear energy policies of all the
Community countries and even then voiced the
demands that you are now making, demands which at
that time were approved by a large majority of Parlia-
ment.

Unfortunately, the resulting Commission proposal was
before the Council of Ministers for over two years,
and even then all it did was decide on consultations at
bilateral level, without providing for a binding proce-
dure for the event that agreement is not reached. Mrs
von Alemann’s report now sets out to remedy this,
without causing delays in the authorization procedure.
Whether the Commission can do this, Mrs Lizin, or
whether the Court of the European Communities
should not perhaps be involved is another question we
should look at very carefully.

Whatever one’s views on nuclear energy — Mrs Lizin
left this point aside — two extremely important factors
should be considered. Firstly, according to the World
Bank’s calculations in its 1980 World Development
Report , the expenditure of the oil-importing develop-
ing countries on oil imports will rise from 29 200 m
dollars in 1978 to 57 800 m dollars in 1980, 107 000 m
dollars in 1985 and 185 000 m dollars in 1990. That
would mean imported oil costing more than all the
development aid the industrial countries can muster.

Secondly, at the world energy conference held in
Munich in September 1980 it was said that even in
ideal circumstances as regards the development of
energy conservation and the use of alternative energies
world coal production must be tripled by the year
2000 and the use of nuclear energy increased five-fold
if the world’s energy requirements are to be met and a
fight over distribution is to be avoided. This means
that frontier regions will also have to be used as sites
for power stations of all kinds, and especially nuclear
power stations, because of the water courses to be
found there, understandable though the opposition of
the population of such regions may be.

This is why, when my own-initiative report was
adopted, I called for the harmonization at Community
level of, in particular, legislation governing licensing
conditions. In addition, the authorization procedures
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relating to the choice of sites, to construction and
operation and not least to operational safety must be
standardized, and the authorities must inform each
other of their emergency plans. I am convinced that
uniform legislation is required to provide the public
with optimum protection, and it will also ensure that
distortions of competition cannot occur.

It would also be a very good thing to have such nego-
tiations with neighbouring third countries, especially
the German Democratic Republic, since the safety
regulations in the Eastern Bloc are completely differ-
ent from ours. If there is no way of taking legal action
should consultations break down, the weaker party
must always give way to the stronger. They should
therefore begin in good time before construction
starts, so that they do not cause further delay. It will
be many years before the substitute energies play a
major part in our energy supplies. We have by no
means overcome the shock of the oil crisis, in fact it is
likely to have even more serious consequences in the
future. With declining economic growth and increas-
ing unemployment we can think ourselves lucky if we
more or less make ends meet. Nuclear power stations
must therefore be built by assembly-line methods, in
other words standardized, so that the authoritization
procedures are shortened and safety is improved.

The rejection of nuclear energy by some Members of
Parliament — even though it would solve our energy
problems — does not, incidentally, have the support of
the workers those Members believe they are represent-
ing. Both the union of European public services and
individual trade unions, or the German Trade Unions
Federation, advocate the increased use of nuclear
energy to safeguard jobs.

President. — I call Mr Johnson to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Johnson. — Mr President, I want to make it clear
that I do not at the moment speak for the European
Democratic Group. The European Democratic Group
has not yet finally made up its mind about the von
Alemann report, but it will no doubt do so this
evening.

Speaking personally, I very much welcome this report.
I think it is entirely right that on major installations
which have a cross-frontier effect there should be
provision for consultation between the states affected.
I also think it right that the European Community as
such should be involved in such consultation. These
are two basic principles which I personally think are
important. Not that the United Kingdom, as far as
nuclear power is concerned, looks likely to experience
many of these problems — we do not actually have
nuclear installations at our frontiers, although it is
possible that we could suffer some effects as a country
from, say, a major processing installation in France, at

Cap La Hague or wherever. However, leaving the
United Kingdom aside, when we are dealing with
major industrial installations I think it is quite right
that there should be these sorts of procedures, and
therefore I welcome the von Alemann report.

I would remind this Parliament — because from time
to time it is worth reminding Parliament of what it has
voted for in the past — that in the case of the so-called
Seveso directive which we looked at a month or two
ago, a directive dealing with dangerous industrial
activities, it was precisely Parliament which wrote into
the Commission’s draft directive a provision calling for
cross-frontier consultation with a Community involve-
ment where there were dangerous industrial activities
having cross-frontier implications. This was an initia-
tive taken by Parliament in the case of the so-called
Seveso directive, which so far, of course, has been
blocked in the Council by governments that I need not
name.

The principle which was valid in the case of the Seveso
directive is to my mind even more valid here, particu-
larly when you consider that in the case of nuclear
power we are not only dealing with the risks of ioniz-
ing radiation; we are also dealing with the exhaustion
of very limited coolant capacity in Europe’s rivers, all
the more reason that there should indeed be consulta-
ton.

I myself welcome the suggestion in the von Alemann
report that where there is no agreement between states
the European Commission itself should act as some
kind of arbiter. In my view — and I stress this is a
personal view, it is not yet the view of the European
Democratic Group — it is right that there should be
an international arbiter and it is right, given the histo-
ric involvement of the European Commission in
matters of nuclear power, that that arbiter should be
the European Commission.

I conclude, Mr President, by saying that this von
Alemann report relating to nuclear power, as well as
the Seveso report relating to dangerous industrial
activities as a whole, is, I think, but a precursor of a
wider approach which must be taken. We need to look
for environmental impact assessment of the wide-
ranging kind suggested in the Commission’s new draft
directive on environmental impact assessment wher-
ever we are dealing with cross-frontier implications. 1
think it would be wholly wrong to believe that the
application of standardized procedures on a Commu-
nity basis will necessary slow down the development of
these installations. I am not advocating slowing down
development of nuclear or any other kind of facility.
What I am advocating is an orderly development
which is pursued in a consistent way among all the
European countries.

(Applause)
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President. — I call Mr Ippolito from the Communist
and Allies Group.

Mr Ippolitoe. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the important report presented by Mrs Von
Alemann on the siting of nuclear power stations in
frontier regions goes well beyond the original argu-
ment and rightly confronts the problem of the location
of nuclear stations in general and, in an even larger
context, the location of all energy producing installa-
tions.

Our group (the Italian Communist and Allies) gives its
full support to this report, though the document deals
in only a partial and preliminary way with the whole
problem of security standards for this type of plant.
We would like to see this problem solved as soon as
possible by complete and efficient community regula-
tion. The question of the siting of nuclear power
stations in frontier regions — a burning current issue
which we believe should be handled on the Commu-
nity level — is not the only one to be faced: there is
also the crucial problem of nuclear security in general
within the Community, whether near or far from the
frontiers. This is a problem which cannot be raised
apart from certain contextual factors, which I will
discuss in a moment but which can be summarized as
follows: the energy crisis can only be resolved through
the inevitable inclusion of nuclear power in Commu-
nity energy programs.

Many factors point to the conclusion that the oil crisis
is worsening: though there must be an increase in the
consumption of coal, there are still difficulties involved
in its use and supply, and experts unanimously agree
that the use of renewable resources can offer only a
modest contribution beyond the year 2 000. For this
reason, ladies and gentlemen, the nuclear problem can
no longer, in 1981, be considered as a choice. There is
no longer any room for choice, and I state this clearly,
not only as a politician, but also on economic and
technical grounds as an expert who has by now spent
more than half his life studying this serious energy
question from all sides.

If what I have said is true, we must admit, without
letting ourselves be distracted by emotional factors or
by problems of changes in lifestyle which cannot be
solved in the medium term, that the nuclear option —
though not the only one — is now inevitable, as the
choices of all the industrialized nations, whether of the
East or of the West, now demonstrate. We should not
linger here in a rearguard action to discuss the pros
and cons, but rather we should decide how we can
implement a plan of construction for nuclear power
stations in Europe with the tightest security humanly
possible and with the fullest agreement of the popula-
tions concerned.

The von Alemann report has for us the value of a
beginning. It links up with the report of our president

Mrs Hanna Walz, where in 1976 in the old Parlia-
ment, the problem of the siting of nuclear power
stations in Europe was already being discussed. If the
new Commission respects the letter and the spirit of
the treaty which set up the EAEC and in particular
Articles 37 and 41, it will possess all the instruments
necessary for dealing, on a Community basis, with the
vital problem of security. It will also be able to
confront the problem of public opinion, which the
present controversy over frontier installations has
vigorously illustrated, by providing precise and objec-
tive information for the populations concerned.

It is not enough only to call on the Commission, as
does the von Alemann report, to give an annual report
to Parliament on the results obtained by the applica-
tion of Article 37 of the EAEC Treaty and of the regu-
lations of Community procedure. The new Commis-
sion must take a decisive step forward — with the
certain agreement of the Member States — to
harmonize the security standards of the separate
Member States, which already differ but liule. It
should aim at the creation of a Community organiza-
tion for control and information which, as I have
mentioned on other occasions, would also seek the
collaboration and approval of countries bordering on
the Community itself.

President. — [ call Mr Calvez to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Calvez. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the report which Mrs von Alemann has presented
to us raises a fundamental question with regard to the
future of nuclear energy. In the coming decades, in
order to reduce their dependence on imported energy,
a fair number of countries will be forced to construct
new nuclear power stations at a steady rate in their
territories, including their frontier regions.

During the international conference on safety aspects
of nuclear power stations, which was held in Stock-
holm in late October and was attended by senior offi-
cials and experts from 43 countries and by a delega-
tion from the European Parliament, the choice of sites
formed the subject of a wide exchange of information,
because there are, geographically speaking, small
countries which have no choice but to locate their
nuclear power stations a few kilometers from their
frontiers. The Community judiciously demonstrated
its willingness to pursue a cohesive energy policy in
Europe and stressed the importance of the use of
nuclear energy.

But Europe, ladies and gentlemen, does not yet have a
policy on the use of nuclear energy to generate elec-
tricity. Is it wise to put the cart before the horse and
adopt a Community procedure for the siting of
nuclear power stations in frontier regions? This is the
question I shall try to answer, because it is the ques-
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tion that liés at the very heart of Mrs von Alemann’s
report. The individual Member States have the respon-
sibility for constructing nuclear power stations,
because quite obviously each country is capable of
assessing the advisability and also the necessity of this
or that decision, only the individual Member State is
able to ensure that the necessary safety regulations are
observed. And this is an area in which responsibilities
should not be weakened by spreading them over
several countries.

I do not have the time to dwell on this aspect of the
issue. A desire for objective information prompts me to
say that the problem raised by the siting of nuclear
power stations in frontier regions should not be
evaded because it is a real problem, and neighbouring
countries may rightly be concerned about the answers
they should give to the questions their people are
asking and about the possible effect of a power station
on the water of rivers adjoining their territory. But
there is already a Community procedure, which we
find in Articles 30, 37, 41 and 42 of the Euratom
Treaty. The Commission must ensure this procedure is
used. As you know, projects are subject to extremely
strict rules, which are rigorously applied, regardless
of whether or not a frontier region is concerned, and
are a response to each country’s concern to assure the
public of the highest possible level of safety. In this
respect, I would be interested to hear more about the
cases referred to by the rapporteur in which safety
standards have not been observed. It seems to me that
the first priority should be to ensure that existing
Community provisions work properly and to promote
bilateral consultations.

The communications and discussions needed should
take place between motivated States, within a satisfac-
tory framework and leaving aside the extremist posi-
tions adopted by those who are blocking the discus-
sions. And here I would make a distinction between
serious ecologists and those unconditionally opposed
to nuclear energy, who seek recognition as valid
representatives of their cause but who refuse to play
the information game according to the rules and try to
gain time by prolonging the procedure. Let us call a
spade a spade; ladies and gentlemen, and stop evading
the issue, because there can be no basic disagreement
among scientists who are aware of their responsibili-
ties. Let us see a successful conclusion to the bilateral
exchanges on the construction of nuclear power
stations based on experience and on world-wide coop-
eration in safety matters. There is a nuclear energy
agency within the OECD which has demonstrated its
ability and has also looked into safety standards. Let
us place our confidence in this agency before deciding
on anything new. Today, with personnel well trained
in the problems of administration, protection and
monitoring such as we unquestionably have for flight
safety — you all fly, and you are not afraid — we can
say that the moratoriums and all the action taken in an
attempt to delay the installation of nuclear power
stations are contrary to the public interest.

Of course, it may at first glance appear tempting to
. 2y . glance appear temp

give the Commission, which is an impartial body, an

active role in the discussions which may take place

between neighbouring countries on the siting of a

power station. But, ladies and gentlemen, this entails

. . r
two major risks which should not be overlooked.

The first is that delays may occur in the installation of
nuclear power stations, and the second is that safety
practices may be weakened. The responsibilities in this
field must be very clear-cut. On the other hand, I feel
the Member States should be encouraged to stay on
the course some of them have already adopted: exten-
sion of the dialogue with the party or parties
concerned, this alone, it seems to me, being likely to
ensure that account is duly taken of the concern of the
people directly affected, something which we do not
want to neglect either. And to this end, I would
suggest in conclusion that the Member States should
take part, at Council level and as the need arises, in
bilateral consultations and negotiate agreements,
particularly on nuclear accidents.

President. — I call Mr Capanna from the Group for
the Technical Coordination and Defence of Indepen-
dent Groups and Members.

Mr Capanna. — (I) Mr President, the course of the
debate up to now indicates that the pro-nuclear speak-
ers are not so much concerned with the question of
security for nuclear power stations in frontier regions
as they are with not allowing a chance to escape for
making more propaganda in favour of nuclear energy,
and this in a rather problematical and, in my opinion,
scarcely edifying manner. On the contrary, the ques-
tion of the siting of nuclear installations in frontier
zones is in fact a serious one.

The countries of Europe — including and perhaps
especially those which are members of the Community
— all engage in a sort of gang warfare, confronting
the country or countries with which they share a
border with the fait accompli of an energy installation
near the frontier. Since this is the true situation, it
seems necessary for me to say that the Von Alemann
report appears completely inadequate to anyone who
is not fervantly pro-nuclear, like Mr Ippolito. Many
delegates, including myself, have presented amend-
ments concerning the basic issues involved, in order to
improve this report.

It is not enough that the European Parliament — as,
for example, in point number 8 of the resolution —
call for the application on the Community level of the
principle of ‘whoever pollutes, pays’. A standard is
needed which would bind the Member States to
answer directly for the damage caused, even beyond
the borders, by nuclear pollution. It is certainly not
enough to say, as in point number 11 of the resolution,
that the population must be informed and its opinion
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acknowledged. Its views will not be heeded unless they
can first be expressed in a clear, explicit, and above ali
binding, manner. This is to say that the population
must be able to express itself widely, directly, and
democratically. So that this possibility might be guar-
anteed, I have presented a specific amendment. The
vote on this amendment will be the basis for discover-
ing whether this Parliament and its pro-nuclear
members intend to act in matters of nuclear energy
with or without the consent of the population.

Progress must be made in this direction, by both
Parliament and Council. Articles 37 and 41 of the
Euratom Treaty should be revised and brought strictly
up to date, so that the siting of nuclear power stations
in frontier regions will be effected with maximum
security precautions.

Before concluding, I would like to make another
observation. The problem of nuclear installations near
frontiers is not the only one; there is also the problem
— and we would do well to begin to discuss it
seriously here — of the development uf uranium mines
near frontiers I will give an example which is perhaps
not familiar to all members: France intends to exploit,
in the open, a uranium mine officially in its own tern-
tory but very close to the Italian frontier, in the Venti-
miglia area. The initial stages in the exploitation of this
mine would result in pollution of the natural water
supply, which all flows into Italian territory, eventually
affecting 1 to 1% million Italian citizens. This is to
illustrate that we must face problems of risks and
security not only where nuclear power is concerned
but also in the case of the opening and exploitation of
uranium mines in frontier regions.

President. — I call Mr Gendebien, who is a
non-attached Member.

Mr Gendebien. — (F} Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should first like to thank Mrs von
Alemann for the quality of her report.

We are now facing a test of the credibility of Europe.
The installation of nuclear power stations in frontier
regions remains a worrying and unsolved problem. It
is a nasty thorn in the Achilles heel of the Community,
for 23 years after the signing of the Treaties there is
still no answer to a question which seriously disturbs
the people and local authorities in many European
regions.

What we must do is get out of what is virtually a legal
vacuum. At the moment the electricity producers and
the national governments exercise sovereign power in
choosing the sites for nuclear power stations and take
no account of either neighbouring countries or public
opinion. Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty provides no
more than the outline of common, health protection
and is completely derisory, inadequate and ineffectual.

Whatever this debate and the Council’s decisions may
produce, it must be admitted today that there is a need
to go much further than Article 37 and therefore to
revise it, which means modifying the Euratom Treaty.
As long ago as 1976 Parliament took an initiative
aimed at establishing a Community procedure for
consultations on the choice of sites. The Commission
acted on this opinion to some extent by itself suggest-
ing consultations, but it did not provide for an arbitra-
tion mechanism should two governments continue to
disagree. But the Council of Ministers did not act on
Parliament’s opinion or the Commission’s proposal,
and we have a duty to denounce and to condemn this
unpardonable failure on the Council’s part. In the
meantime, the problem has become acute, particularly
at political level, with the increase in the number of
nuclear projects very close to Member States’ fron-
tiers. Chooz, Fessenheim and Cattenom are but three
examples. Parliament has therefore taken up the issue
once again. Two motions have recently been tabled,
one on behalf of the EPP, which confined itself to
calling for a Community consultation procedure, the
other tabled by myself on behalf of my party, the
Rassemblement Wallon, which called for a complete
ban on nuclear power stations in frontier regions and
specifically at Chooz. The result is Mrs von Alemann’s
report, which has its good and its bad points, but is in
any case inadequate.

To deal with the good points first: I endorse the call
for the establishment of a Community consultation
and arbitration procedure, the need for common
safety standards at the highest possible level, the pollu-
ter pays principle and the need for the public to be
consulted. But the report falls down in some respects,
or at least does not go far enough, specifically in the
wording of paragraph 2 of the resolution, which seems
very ambiguous to me. This paragraph would permit
the siting of nuclear power stations in frontier regions
on the assumption, as yet unverified, that there is a
Community consultation procedure and on the
assumption, similarly unverified, that there are strict
and uniform safety standards.

One of my amendments proposes a clear solution. In -
view of the serious effects they may have on the envi-
ronment and the possibility of good neighbourly rela-
tions between countries and regions being upset,
nuclear power stations should be prohibited in frontier
regions and notably in-an area up to 50 kilometers
from the frontier of a neighbouring country. The
other amendments are subsidiary to this and aim at
strengthening Mrs von Alemann’s resolution should
the construction of power stations in frontier regions
nevertheless be authorized. I believe it makes good
sense to demand, firstly, the closure of power stations
which emit radioactive pollution or pollution in excess
of the agreed standards, secondly, proper consultation
of the people in each town or village concerned, on
either side of the frontier and therefore in at least two
countries, and, thirdly, impact studies in every region
affected under the aegis of the Commission.
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Finally, and I am convinced that Parliament will make
a point of voting in favour of the last amendment, I
propose that the Commission and Council should
draw up and implement joint plans for the protection
and evacuation of people in frontier regions who
might fall victim to a nuclear accident. Before
concluding, I should like to say that in every respect
we stand by the people of Chooz and the surrounding
area on both sides of the Franco-Belgian frontier.
After the pretence of consultation organized by the
French authorities in Chooz with the blessing and
complicity of the Belgian Government, the battle of
Chooz is entering a phase that is for the moment less
spectacular but politically of cardinal importance. The
question is whether or not the very many amendments
which have been tabled to this report by myself and
others will be adopted by the elected members of the
major parties. Will these parties, whose local represen-
tatives oppose the nuclear power stations, adopt the
same attitude here? Will these parties, who, with the
exception of a few isolated individuals, are notoriously
pro-nuclear, water down even further a von Alemann
report which is already characterized by moderation
and partial ambiguity? That is what I fear, particularly
when I see the amendments tabled in opposition to the
rapporteur, Mrs von Alemann, by the Liberal and
Democratic Group, which in fact has disowned the
rapporteur.

In fact, Parliament must bring pressure to bear on the
Commission and Council. The Commission must press
ahead in demanding that the Council adopt with the
utmost urgency a consultation and arbitration proce-
dure and uncompromising safety standards. To
conclude, I will say that the political question underly-
ing this debate is in fact whether or not Parliament
and the Commission will be capable of demonstrating
firmness and independence towards the national
governments and towards the electricity producers.
The votes on the report and the amendments will
provide the answer.

President. — I call Mr Turcat to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Turcat. — (F) Mr President, the problem of
nuclear power stations situated in frontier regions is
obscured, as with everything else ‘nuclear’, by violent
emotions and the kind of more or less rational fears
that we have just been hearing about.

No one would dispute that it is every nation’s right to
build a nuclear power station on its own territory, and
if one Member State is able to achieve greater inde-
pendence in energy this, far from working against the
interests of the others, does in fact strengthen the
Community as a whole. However, when we come to
nuclear power stations situated in frontier regions and
in the vicinity of inhabitants of different nationality
and with different laws, then we have to consider very

carefully, and also draw a distinction between, the
problems of pollution and the problems of risk.

What, in this respect, are the duties of the states and of
the (generally speaking, state) undertakings engaged
in the design and construction of a nuclear power
station?

Firstly, in relation to the Community and, in fact, to
the Commission, there is the duty to provide general
but precise information. This is covered by Articles 37,
41, 42 and 43 of the Treaty.

Then, in relation to neighbouring states, it is clearly
the duty of every state to satisfy itself that its citizens
would not be exposed to an unreasonably high level of
risk. It is known well enough, or maybe not well
enough, how little risk there is of a major accident
with these power stations, but safeguards against
external factors, such as sabotage or earthquakes, must
be carefully drawn up and agreed.

Next, as regards radiation — whether continuous or
occasional, to use the terms adopted by the rapporteur
— this problem should be taken care of by recourse to
the Community standards. That is the intention behind
Artcle 30, and the Commission does have the author-
ity to intervene under Article 38, if you would care to
refer to it. Clearly, these essential points should form
the basis of bilateral agreements between the Member
States concerned.

Assuming these special risks have been covered and
the local inhabitants duly safeguarded, there is no
reason, it seems to me, to treat the nuclear industry
differently from other industries, where the levels of
pollution, environmental impact, discharge of waste
heat and so on are in any case generally higher. The
duty to inform and to follow established consultation
procedures applies not only in relation to states but
alse, and above all, in relation to local authorities and
populations. And here I should like to press the case of
the local authorities because they are not allowed, in
my country at least, a proper role in the procedures,
officially at any rate. It is in fact individuals who are
questioned in the course of the preliminary public
inquiries. In practice, however, these procedures go
beyond the strictly legal terms of reference of a public
inquiry and local authorities are in fact in a position to
present a case and should always be allowed to do so.

In these circumstances the Community should not, in
our view, make the procedures unnecessarily cumber-
some, or seek to put a brake on development or to
organize a weakness. And the problem is quite differ-
ent from the one mentioned this morning in connec-
tion with the steel industry, where the problem is one
of surplus capacity and of controlling competition. We
are not even talking here of the sort of competition
mentioned by the rapporteur, of a lowering of safety
standards, for which there really is no evidence at all.
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What we are proposing, therefore, is as follows.

Firstly, if the Commission, on the basis of the data it
receives, delivers an unfavourable opinion on the siting
of an industrial complex it of course can and must say
so. It is even desirable to extend the time limit laid
down in Article 42 and the Treaty allows this to be
done if the Council so decides. It also allows the
opinion to be published under certain conditions —
and why should it not be published?

Secondly, as regards protecting the environment and
the population against pollution of the air and rivers, it
is up to the parties concerned to agree among them-
selves. And it is difficult to see on what legal or
common-sense grounds disinterested third parties
should be allowed to intervene in any shape or form
and how they could do so without the risk that
responsibility in these matters will be fragmented and
obscured. The parties concerned are in this instance
the states, the local authorities and inhabitants, and no
one else.

Thirdly, we come to standards. By all means let us lay
down standards, but not a hotchpotch of standards
drawn up without consideration as to their relevance
and not invested even with any gloss of uniformity in
the process. No, what we have to do is make a
comparison of national standards as our point of
departure and, recognizing that safety requirements
are the same everywhere, proceed calmly and scientifi-
cally to draw up Community standards that go beyond
just radiation standards. Otherwise, and also if these
standards and consultative procedures were to prove
to be of no real benefit to those concerned or, worse
still, to act as a brake on development in the energy
sector, one would be forced to ask oneself who stands
1o benefit from our continuing dependence.

That is the position of the European Progressive
Democrats and the explanation for our intention to
vote against the resolution.

President. — I call Mr Calvez.

Mr Calvez. — (F) Mr President, 1 simply want to
point out to Mr Gendebien, who probably was not in
the House this morning, that the President did say that
the amendments had not been tabled on behalf of the
Liberal and Democratic Group but on behalf of the
individuals concerned. And I also wanted to take this
opportunity to pay tribute to the rapporteur because, I
must say, the rapporteur’s task is not always an easy
one.

President. — I call Mr Abens.

Mr Abens. — (F) Mr President, I have no wish to go
over ground already so admirably covered by previous

speakers, but I must express my profound disagree-
ment with the remarks made earlier by Mr Calvez.

I feel it my duty once again to draw the attention of
European public opinion on the one hand to the
importance that the motion before us holds for my
country, the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, and on the
other to the urgency of the matter under consideration

by the Council.

Mr President, for many months now we have been
saying that this matter is before the Council. The
Commission referred this problem to the Council for
the first time back in 1976. In 1979 it put a new
proposal to the Council. Here we are, almost into
1981, four and a half years on, and still the Council is
unable to come to a decision.

Mr President, the Council must now give considera-
tion to this proposal as a matter of extreme urgency,
and [ say this because I am totally opposed to the poli-
tics of the fait accompli.

The fact of the matter is that France is presently
constructing a vast nuclear complex at Cattenom,
close to our southern border, and it is doing so with-
out there being any agreement between the two coun-
tries.

This, Mr Calvez, is unacceptable and I might even say
immoral.

Having said that, how does the problem of the siting
of nuclear power stations in frontier regions affect the
Grand Duchy of Luxembourg? I shall answer this
question by reference to the power station at
Cattenom. What we have here is a power station with
a very high capacity:

5200 MW, attended by correspondingly high risks.
This power station is being constructed just 10 kilome-
ters from the Luxembourg border and, incidentally,
the same distance from the German border. Luxem-
bourg’s main conurbations, that is to say the heavily
industrialized mining area and the capital city, Luxem-
bourg, lie within less than 25 kilometers of the nuclear
site. This means that two-thirds of the population of
Luxembourg and four-fifths of the Luxembourg econ-
omy lie in an area that is particularly at risk in the
event of any serious incident. In the event of an acci-
dent, one would have to think in terms of evacuating
the population.

Now, such an eventuality poses problems for my
country that are practically insoluble. In fact, should it
come to a mass evacuation we could not hope to
accomplish such an operation without the goodwill of
neighbouring countries prepared to receive and pro-
vide shelter to our evacuees for perhaps many months.
Quite understandably, therefore, there is very great
anxiety among the population of the Grand Duchy
resulting in a vast upsurge of public opinion hostile to
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the construction of this power station. As a concrete
expression of this, an anti-Cattenom action committee
has been set up embracing members of all the political
parties and prominent personalities from all walks of

life.

A small country like mine, Mr President, is powerless
to make any effective stand against this kind of behav-
iour by a large neighbour. It does not have the means
to retaliate politically or economically that it must
have to make itself heard. It has to rely on just two
things o force others to listen to its opinions and to
respect its sovereignity over its own territory and its
population, namely, international law and European
public opinion. I have to say that international law is
not being observed because the consultative procedure
laid down in the Euratom Treaty has not been imple-
mented so far. The image of France that is coming
across in this case is very far removed from the public
relations image that is being thrust before public
opinion. Mr President, I call on France, a country for
which many of my fellow countrymen have a deep
sympathy, to beware of becoming, through this busi-
ness of the nuclear power stations, an object for anti-
pathy — to put it mildly.

I conclude by stressing once again the urgency of
bringing this regulation into operation, and I hope that
the French delegation within the Council will give its
agreement to this Commission proposal and thereby
resolve a long-standing problem.

President. — I call Mr Sassano.

Mr Sassano — (/) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the problem of power plants located close to the
frontiers of the Member States of the Community can
and should be solved with an overall examination.

The inductive method, that is to say, a study beginning
from particular cases, is certainly not suited to deal
with the difficulty attendant upon the siting of such
plants. It is necessary however that the Commission
propose as soon as possible inflexible standards for the
planning, construction, 'and use of power stations,
especially nuclear ones. The Community can gain the
full confidence of the people of Europe only if it can
count on precise dlrecuvcs, respected by all the
Member States and assuring at the same time the grea-
test possible efficiency.

First it should be made clear what is meant by frontier
regions. I think that they should be designated by the
Commission on the basis of the distance that the
effects of such power stations can be felt during
normal operation. In cases of serious accident, they
should be evaluated according to needs of security,
health, and environmental protection.

In the mauer of power installations, the Commission
and the Council must act in such a way that emer-
gency plans pertaining to particular eventualities are
elaborated, tested, and finally put into use with the
participation of the Member States concerned, the
costs to be borne by the country to which the installa-
tion belongs.

Once Community standards are adopted, it will be less
difficult to negotiate agreements with the countries
bordering on the Community to avoid future compli-
cations.

.Considering that power stations are assuming and will

assume, because of their size and numbers, a contin-
uously increasing importance in the Community, is it
evident that policies regarding their siting are abso-
lutely fundamental. Principles should be established
which are to be respected in all Community territory,
irrespective of the distance or proximity to national
frontiers.

If we are convinced, as most of us are, that it is abso-
lutely necessary to build nuclear power stations if we
wish to avoid a recession of awesome proportions, we
must respect precise Community standards, In these
standards there should certainly be provisions for
choosing the sites of the installations on a reasonable
basis.

Once sites have been selected, regardless of their dis-
tance from the frontiers, a large part of the problem
we are now examining will be solved. Unfortunately,
the very fact that we are discussing whether or not it is
possible to locate power stations near national fron-
tiers tells against our decision to build such stations,
although we are convinced that they offer maximum
security.

Once again incomprehensible and egoistical national
interests intervene, and even within the Member States
themselves, similar and unreasonable contradictions
can arise between the different regions and persist
with serious consequences.

I am firmly convinced that if the nuclear energy
program were run by the Community directly, this
problem and others will certainly arise would not be
what they are. The Community could then have the
same opportunities as the USA and the USSR in solv-
ing this very difficult problem.

President. — I call Mr Damette.

Mr Damette. — (F) Mr President, speaking as a
French Communist, it strikes me that this Assembly
suffers from an inherent defect that causes it o see in
the most serious topics a legitimate occasion for politi-
cal manoeuvering. Now, for example, nuclear energy
is an important subject and safety a serious problem.
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But is that what these texts before us are really all
about? Not a bit of it. This kind of document is a
perfect illustration of what I am going to call ‘the little
European game’. This little game has one very simple
rule: You take a problem relating to various states and
you draw a supranational inference from it, in other
words you try and reconcile it with the Treaty, which
seems to be this Parliament’s overriding obsession.
Here we have two themes regarded as having a
supranational character: nuclear safety and the fron-
tier.

Firstly, the frontier. We are supposed to believe that
bilateral relations are insufficient and that a higher
authority needs to be called in. That does not square
with the facts. Experience tells us that bilateral rela-
tions are perfectly adequate in meeting current prob-
lems, and in particular the problem of safety in power
stations. What then is the real objective? It is to chal-
lenge the political authority of the Member States —
and France is a particular case in point — over the
frontier regions on the alleged pretext of pollution
problems.

The text is highly revealing. In connection with the
Euratom Treaty, it refers to ‘outline common health
and safety provisions’. There’s a legal innovation for
you! That would mean that the Treaties are to be
regarded not so much as reference texts but as skele-
tons to be fleshed out in due course, I presume. The
Treaties are being used simply as springboards to
supranationality.

The idea of a Community mechanism for arbitration
between the states is of course a logical sequel to this. I
am not surprised, moreover, to find that an amend-
ment tabled by the Socialist Group completely
unmasks the manoeuvre and goes so far, by the
changes it proposes to paragraph 5 of the resolution,
as to call for powers ‘to prevent any given country
executing a project on its own territory’. It is easy to
see, in fact, how the frontier is being used as a pretext
for promoting the idea of supranational control.

The same applies, but even more so, in the matter of
nuclear safety. The entire text is based on the premise
that the wider the territorial application of the safety
standards, the better they are bound to be. That is
utter rubbish!

The quality of safety standards depends above all on
the structural conditions under which they are drawn
up and applied. And everything points to the fact that
the best guarantee is offered by a structure based on
public utilities. Thus, in France, the French Electricity
Board and the Atomic Energy Commission are the
best guarantors of nuclear safety for the French.

The real danger lies in opening up the field of nuclear
power generation to the private sector and to the law
of profit. I note, incidentally, that this question has not
been raised until now. To say, as the text does, that a

Community procedure is likely to increase the confid-
ence of frontier populations in electricity-generating
stations is a bad joke. The French place their confid-
ence in the guarantee offered by a public utility and
not in any guarantee of the Commission in Brussels.

But I think there is something else to this debate. Why
this obsessive desire to impose uniform standards?
Everyone knows full well that to impose standards in
this field is in fact to prepare the way for imposing a
specific system. And if that is the case, one could
assume that the question of safety is no more than an
excuse to prepare the ground for the integration of
energy policies to the advantage of the multinationals.
For, in the last resort, what really matters is who is
going to control, who is going to turn the develop-
ment of nuclear energy to account? This is yet another
question that no one seems to have troubled to ask.
This supranationality that they keep trying to impose
on us has itself a very precise content and it is tied up
with the multinationals working in the sector, and
primarily the American ones.

Let us take a closer look at this. This whole affair
centres around the construction of a nuclear power
station at Chooz. Only they have forgotten to tell us
that there is already, and has been for several years
now, a Franco-Belgian nuclear power station at
Chooz. And who put it there? Well, Euratom of
course! Euratom’s intervention in Chooz is highly
significant because this power station has served to
provide an entry into France for the Westinghouse
system. It was responsible for rejecting the reactor
system of the French Atomic Energy Commission. The
net result has been the restructuring of the sector to
the advantage of Baron Empain. We all know that.the
Furopean nuclear industry is simply the European
office of the American multinationals. That is certainly
no kind of guarantee, and certainly not of safety.

This being so, I need hardly tell you that we not only
reject these texts but, more to the point, we condemn
these hypocritical manoeuverings that seek to exploit
the considerations of safety for all kinds of other ends.
I tell you quite frankly that behind these texts I can see
the hand of Westinghouse, Baron Empain and a few
others. No, thank you! That is not what we want at
all. What we want, in France at any rate, i1s state
control of the nuclear industry from extraction of the
ore, through construction, to operation of the power
station. In our view that is the only guarantee of
safety, in every sense of the word.

In conclusion, I wish to condemn that which is
perhaps fundamental. We keep being told about the
nuclear hazard posed by power stations sited in border
areas, but I can see another equally serious danger
threatening frontier regions such as the Alsace and
Moselle in the shape of the American nuclear forces
stationed for example at Kaiserslautern. I am aston-
ished that those who champion safety should, as if by
chance, have forgotten this problem. Would they have
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us believe, in fact, that nuclear reactors are more
dangerous than bombs? Are they trying to divert the
fear of nuclear energy to electricity generating stations
while all the time NATO is stockpiling countless
megatons in Europe?

President. — I call Mr Coppieters.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Mr President, I am sorry to
have to say that the report by Mrs von Alemann is a
weak report. The references it makes to the present
state of the Community procedure, what Mr Ippolito
has called progress, mark a step backwards compared
with earlier reports. The provisions of the Euratom
Treaty, the Council’s regulation of 18 May 1972, Mrs
Walz’s 1976 own-initiative report, the Commission’s
proposal for a resolution of December 1976, proposals
still before the Council, the new own-initiative report
of August 1977 on these proposals, a very weak Coun-
cil resolution of November 1978 and — and this is
where my story really begins — a new explanatory
memorandum from the Commission in May 1979 of
much reduced scope are all dead letters: people living
in frontier regions merely need to be reassured.

This is a typical case in which the European Parlia-
ment 1s not given an opportunity to play its part. In its
explanatory memorandum the Commission has
changed its viewpoint, and the European Parliament
has not had an opportunity to express its views on this
change. That is how things stand at present, Mrs von
Alemann, and so we are taking a step backwards
rather than forwards. It would have been a very good
thing if we Members of Parliament had been able to
take up this matter again in the form of a new opinion,
because we have not forgotten what is happening and
we have not forgouen the people who are directly
effected. I shall be kind to Mr Calvez: I consider the
opponents of nuclear power stations to be just as intel-
ligent as the supporters. And then I think of Chooz,
Doel, Kalkar, Borssele and Malville and of the inci-
dent which was avoided at the last minute in La Hague
on 15 April of this year, the effects of which, if it had
occurred, would have been felt on the other side of the
Channel in Southern England, just as an accident in
Malville would have implications for Germany and
Switzerland. That is the truth of the matter, Mr
Calvez.

The conclusions I draw from this are: firstly, that the
von Alemann report does not go as far as the earlier
reports. Secondly, in view of the Commission’s new
memorandum the European Parliament ought to have
updated its opinion. Thirdly, Articles 41 and 42 of the
Euratom Treaty and the 1972 and 1976 regulations
should form the basis for solutions to the problems if
the will exists. You have the opportunity, ladies and
gentlemen, to express this will in a number of amend-
ments which have already been announced by Mr
Gendebien and Mr Capanna and which state the guar-

antees in rather clearer terms than this vague report
does.

To the numerous supporters of nuclear energy in this
Assembly I should like to say: if you are so sure of
your cause, why do you not put your power stations
somewhat closer to your capitals rather than by our
frontiers?

President. — I call Mrs Dekker.

Mrs Dekker. — (NL) Mr President, the legislation in
the European Community that extends beyond
national frontiers is unfortunately completely different
from national legislation. It is far less advanced.
Responsibilities which are observed in one country —
and I am now addressing Mr Calvez — do not apply
to the other side of its national frontiers. The selection
of frontier areas for the construction of facilities such
as nuclear power stations, which is what we are
discussing now, with all the undoubtedly potential and
extremely far-reaching consequences this has for the
frontier region and the people living on the other side
of the frontier is something over which those people
have no influence worthy of note, something that they
can in fact do lictle about. But the same is true of the
enormous amount of pollution that one country can
export to another. I am referring to the pollution of
the Rhine, which is something about which those who
unwillingly suffer the consequences can do very little.
They usually have to put up with the harmful effects.
Even the special international agreements that are
needed to do anything at all about this unacceptable
situation are scarcely observed, despite the very
solemn undertakings of the governments.

Some people call for the introduction of a European
passport as a way of giving the people visible and
tangible proof of Community cooperation. I would
call above all for further progress in the development
of common policies and legislation, and not only is the
Community a very suitable framework for this, it is
also something it is expected to do.

The siting of nuclear power stations close to frontiers
with other countries — I do not myself come from a
country that borders directly on France and will
perhaps not therefore be accused of a direct attack on
that country, but we are, of course, concerned with all
countries that are affected — is one of the areas in
greatest need of a transfrontier arrangement, espe-
cially as the consequences are of such immediate inter-
est to the citizens of these countries.

The motion for a resolution provides some kind of
impulse, but I consider it to be too non-committal,
especially when we consider that it is not the first time
this subject has been discussed, as Mr Coppieters has
already said so clearly. The Commission has been
submitting proposals to the Council since 1976, the
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former Parliament stated its views clearly, in some
respects far more clearly than the von Alemann report
has done, but unfortunately all that the Council has so
far proposed is a very non-committal arrangement for
the exchange of information.

What the Commission’s proposals lack above all is the
essential element of a binding arbitration mechanism. [
therefore find it somewhat surprising that the report
applauds the Commission’s proposals in such strong
terms. After all, it itself states that an arbitration
mechanism is essential.

Nor does the report come anywhere near to commit-
ting itself on the Community safety standards which
should be established, even though paragraph 2 refers
to such standards as the essential basis for the intro-
duction of a consultation procedure.

In the case of the next paragraph, which concerns
compliance with Articles 37 and 41 of the Euratom
Treaty, I wonder why it is not suggested that the
proposed consultation procedure should be introduced
under these articles. We could then use an existing
framework and not have to set up a separate arrange-
ment for this specific area. I would also like to have
seen more said about the consultation of the public on
both sides of a frontier. In the Dutch-German frontier
region the local Dutch population have already taken
part in the German consultations on the planned
sitting of nuclear power stations in Germany. An inter-
esting example in this context.

But on no account must the absence of opportunities
for the public to state their case in one country result
in the loss of rights the population of another country
have already achieved.

Mr President, I feel that the resolution is far too impli-
cit or, to put it another way, leaves everything fairly
open. One of the important omissions is a statement
on the need for an operational transfrontier emer-
gency plan. Other speakers, Mrs Walz, for example,
have already referred to this. The amendments which
seek to strengthen the resolution along these lines will
therefore undoubtedly have my support. To conclude,
Mr President, this arrangement must be seen as a first
step, in which we have concentrated on nuclear power
stations in view of the urgency of the situation. This
first step must, of course, be supplemented by appro-
priate directives on all other activities and facilities
which have transfrontier implications. Parliament must
not therefore leave it at this unequivocal recommenda-
tion: it must stop accepting a situation in which the
Council does not draw any conclusions from Parlia-
ment’s opinions, and it must ensure that further action
is taken in this field.

President. — I call Mrs Bonino.

Mrs Bonino. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I believe that I am a part — and I say it with
pride — of the “frivolous’ anti-nuclear group, as Mr
Calvez referred to us a moment ago. Though I am not
a part of the group of serious ecologists, I am certainly
on the roster of that ‘frivolous’ anti-nuclear group
which alerted public opinion from the first, declaring
for example: “‘Understand that the choice of ‘conven-
tional’ uranium is a choice that leads us straight to
plutonium; once it has been made, there can be no
going back.” Today this has been confirmed by a noted
expert — as he has asserted himself to be — that is, by
Mr Ippolito. I believe, Mr Ippolito, that we were right
on this issue. It is true: the choice of ‘conventional’
uranium does lead to breeder reactors and to pluton-
ium. This is obvious despite the assertions of all those
— including Mr Ippolito — who want to convince us
of the opposite. It is this road which is opening before
us.

I am part of the group which first called for public
debates on the nuclear question when, at least in our
country, the nuclear choice was made by the govern-
ment without any consultation of the citizens or of the
populations concerned. And if there is now a running
national debate, it i1s due to anti-nuclear movements
and certainly not to independent information from
nuclear supporters. And I believe this to be an impor-
tant point, for when the report speaks of ‘correct
information for the people’ it is necessary to ask who
will furnish this information, and if it will appear inde-
pendently or as a result of pressure from antinuclear
groups.

Mr Ippolito was saying, ‘this is an inescapable choice’.
Mr Ippolito, on this question at least, scientific
opinion remains divided. I believe that scientists as
conscientious and as expert as you are — from Pollard
to Lowins — assert the exact opposite, whether in
terms of security or in terms of efficiency. I say, there-
fore, that we must leave the choice to the people. But
you have so little concern for democracy that, despite
the'calm and the certainty you show and despite all the
monetary and other resources available to you, you
were either incapable or afraid — for in reality you are
terrified — of collecting the signatures to call for a
referendum, as the anti-nuclear forces in Italy did.

We certainly have few means of recommending our
opinions, while you hdve at your fingertips, as it were,
science, information, money, and financing. I believe
that a debate in these circumstances is a courageous
step for us to take, even if we begin at a disadvantage,
for when scientific opinion is divided and we are faced
with a political choice, I believe the decision should be
left to the people. Concerning your resolution, Mrs
von Alemann, [ believe that events have demonstrated
— as we have already discussed in Committee — that
every nuclear power installation has caused tension in
the local population, and this certainly not because of
anti-nuclear movements but obviously because the
people do not feel sufficiently protected. In fact, the
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construction of nuclear power stations in frontier
regions is in reality an imposition of the nuclear choice
on industrialized nations which have not yet accepted
it, for the consequences of such frontier installations
are felt, for example, in Belgium, or Denmark, or
Switzerland, where no such choice has been made.

I believe this to be an important point because in
Chapter 2 we are told that in the meantime nuclear
installations will be built on the frontiers and then
later, at some time unspecified, Community standards
for security will be ‘urgently’ formulated. It would be
wise in any case to avoid creating tensions and
conflicts with unforeseeable consequences at least until
these standards, which we have long been awaiting,
are elaborated. Speaking from this viewpoint and for
these reasons we as a group request a roll-call vote on
some fundamental amendments and on the final reso-
lution itself. I therefore appeal to the socialists, many
of whose declarations and speeches I have appreciated,
not to forget that, if declarations are important, the
vote is even more so. Often defeats are due to absen-
teeism, and I hope that this will not recur, for I believe
that in the face of such a serious problem each
person’s conscience should be active. I hope, there-
fore, that we all will vote, for individual responsibility
is not limited to local debates: it is not enough to
express anxiety or to say one is opposed to the nuclear
choice only to act in favor of it on all other occasions.

President. — I call Mr Ocehler.

Mr Oehler. — (F) Mr President, there are, in my
opinion, two aspects to the problem of the siting of
nuclear installations in border areas.

Firstly, we see how the frontier regions are turning
into zones of high nuclear concentration. As the
rapporteur points out, 33 of the units in operation,
under construction or projected lie within 40 kilo-
metres of national borders, 15 of these units being less
than 10 kilometres from the border. We have often
been told that the reason for this concentration of
nuclear installations along national borders is that they
have a high coolant requirement and therefore tend to
be sited on large rivers, which often constitute borders
between states.

But, Mr President, this argument no longer stands up
in this day and age. It is technically feasible nowadays
to site nuclear power stations elsewhere. There is no
longer any justification for siting nuclear installations
in border areas, except that the risks are to some
extent shared with the neighbouring state.

Secondly — and this is stll valid — even without
uncontrolled proliferation of nuclear reactors, there is
a duty to protect the population and take into account
the demands of regional balance, particularly as
regards protection of the environment.

As regards protecting the population, at last October’s
International Atomic Energy Agency Conference on
the safety of nuclear power stations a great many
experts spoke out in favour of nuclear installations
being sited in areas of low population density. Now,
where the European Community is concerned, there is
no getting away from the fact that the proliferation of
nuclear installations along borders is taking place in
areas of high population density. Frequently, those
living across the border from the installation are not
even told about any plans protecting the population.
And we have a concrete example of this in relation to
the power station at Fessenheim, which has now been
in operation for three years: The population on the
other side of the border was only informed about the
ORSEC plan just a few months ago. On the occasion
of this crucial debate in Parliament on the siting of
nuclear power stations in border areas it is I feel vital
for us to come to grips with the real problems and not
be side-tracked by spurious arguments. By spurious
arguments | mean, for example, the theory that the
difficulties associated with the construction of power
stations in border areas could be resolved simply by
empowering the Commission to arbitrate in such
matters. Or again the premise that common standards
for the construction of power stations would over-
come the pollution problems associated with nuclear
electricity generation. Contrary to what Mrs von
Alemann suggests in her report on the sitting of power
stations in border areas (in particular Articles 5 and 6
of the Euratom Treaty) there is no legal basis for any
intervention by the Commission in national decision-
making on the siting of these facilities.

The right to make decisions in areas that fall within its
responsibility and within its sovereignty must remain
in the hands of each individual Member State of the
EEC. That is the only real basis for cooperation
between states on nuclear matters to comply with the
terms of the Euratom Treaty.

On the other hand, accepting that the selection of suit-
able nuclear sites and the operation of border power
stations do pose some very definite problems, I believe
it is vital and urgent for us to introduce the necessary
procedures for consulting the public in order to win
public opinion in the Member States of the Commu-
nity over to the use of nuclear reactors for power
generation. In this we should follow the example set
by Sweden and Austria.

I come now to my two amendments and the motives
underlying them. We have to decide whether, in the
interests of protecting the Member States’ sovereignty
in the energy sector, we should perpetuate the existing
over-centralization of decision-making processes, or
whether we should rather promote the legitimate
aspirations of local and regional authorities to partici-
pate in decisions that directly affect the safety and way
of life of the people in these communities. Let me say
that in no way are my amendments an attempt to
deprive the national authorities of the right to formu-
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late their own nuclear energy programmes. On the
contrary, their aim is simply to allow local and
regional communities a real say in siting decisions. The
European Parliament’s support for this form of coop-
eration and consultation would without a doubt be
properly appreciated by the populations concerned.

President. — I call Mr Skovmand.

Mr Skovmand. — (DK) Mr President, the question
we are dealing with is an important one, but I do not
think that the chosen procedures are the right ones. Is
it reasonable to carry out such a debate only within the
European Parliament? Should it not take place in a
wider forum, in which all European countries are
represented? One of Denmark’s major problems in
this respect is the Swedish power station at Barsebick,
which lies far too close to Copenhagen. The next larg-
est are the power stations of the DDR, which in
certain cases could threaten our southern regions. But
will Sweden and the DDR take any notice of or parti-
cipate in a system that has been previously established
by the European Parliament, as indicated in Point ¢ of
the Resolution? I doubt it.

There are also problems in establishing fixed safety
standards for nuclear power stations.” The require-
ments which would be set in such standards could
easily prove to be far too low. Standards today are
much higher than they were only two or three years
ago, and there is every probability that this trend will
continue.

Finally, considerations of cost and pollution, and the
cost of pollution, are too inexact. Nuclear power
stations cost a great deal, even when they don’t have
accidents and cause pollution. But if a nuclear station
were to be placed too near a large town in a neigh-
bouring country, it would be necessary to spend large
amounts on arrangements for protecting and if neces-
sary evacuating the population of the town. But this
has not been considered. For these reasons, the
People’s Party does not intend to vote for the resolu-
tion.

President. — I call Mrs Weber.

Mrs Weber. — (D) Mr President, I find myself
addressing few gentlemen and even fewer ladies. We
have reached the end of this debate, but I believe there
are still a few points which have not been raised, and I
hope to cover them.

In the debate on the planning of sites it really ought
not to matter too much whether a facility is sited well
inland or on a country’s frontier. Four objectives
should be pursued: firstly, safety and the protection of
the public against disasters, secondly, supplies, thirdly,
compatibility with the environment, these three objec-

tives being equally important. The fourth, and for
myself and also for my party particularly important,
objective is public approval. If-we do not have public
approval, we cannot seriously claim we are establish-
ing policies for the people in our countries.

I believe that these objectives are particularly difficult
to achieve and are all the more important when the
facilities concerned are located in frontier regions.
And in this Community we find again and again that
in frontier regions in particular at least two and
usually three of these objectives are not observed.
There are practical examples of this.

If public approval is not obtained, all our countries will
face increasing tendency for protest action resulting in
no solution of any kind being found to our energy
problems. I wonder what the advocates of nuclear
energy will get out of this. This argument should
perhaps be taken more seriously than in the past.

If environmental compatibility is not ensured, the
result will probably be the disturbance of international
relations. I should also like to give practical examples
of this and ask Mr Calvez, who represents the position
of his Government here, whether he can answer the
question which have unfortunately not been answered
in bilateral discussions, although th French, or rather
Mr Calvez’s party, repeatedly point out that bilateral
discussions will produce the great solutions. They are
practical questions, to which our Federal Office for
the Environment and our Federal Internal Affairs
Ministry have so far received no answer.

On Cattenom, for example, one question would be:
who guarantees that part or all of the nuclear power
station will be shut down if it is overloaded? Where is
it planned to put the storage tanks for the 77 million
m3 or so of water we need? Why are neither the
German nor the Luxembourg authorities allowed to
see existing French climatological studies? And finally,
why is the third heat load plan of this international
Commission so much poorer than its predecessors?
This leads naturally on to the rejection of transfrontier
cooperation on the Seveso directive and the applica-
tion of the provisions already contained in the Eura-
tom Treaty.

What point is there in our or your having your Presi-
dent proclaim the great European idea during talks at
European level and in our electing a President of this
Parliament from your party, who acts along European
lines, when in practice we find you tabling amend-
ments in support of so moderate a procedure as that
proposed by Mrs von Alemann? You want us to delete
10 out of 13 paragraphs and to water down the other
two? That would mean doing less than what the Eura-
tom Treaty provides for. I thought we were here to
add to the Treaties where they are found to be lack-
ing. This is certainly necessary in the case of policy on
energy and the environment. What we must most
definitely avoid is falling back behind what was
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considered to form the basis of our common destiny as
long ago as 1957.

President. — I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) The
Commission welcomes the fact that Parliament has
reopened the debate on this question, without which
we should not have had the benefit of Mrs von
Alemann’s report, which identifies precisely, objec-
tively and clearly the dimension of the problem, the
anomalies with which we are faced and the action that
remains to be taken. I should like, on behalf of the
Commission, to thank her for giving us this opportun-
ity to put the problems to you.

Perhaps I should add, Mr President, that not everyone
who has spoken in this debate has approached the
problem with the same clarity, precision and objectiv-

ity.

Mr President, the Commission is ready at any time to
open a debate on the usefulness of nuclear energy.
May I say, however, that it would hardly be impressed
by some of the arguments advanced, the theoretical
thrust of which is to bring about an improvement in a
situation in order to be able, in effect, to destroy the
very raison d'étre of these controls, because there
would be nothing left of the nuclear industry, whether
close to borders or not! Mr President, the next item on
the agenda concerns the economic situation of the
European Community in the context of the conflict
between Iran and Iraq. We are going to look at our
weaknesses and the price we are going to have to pay
in the event of another rise in the cost of oil.

We cannot in the immediate future lessen our
economic dependence by turning our backs on nuclear
energy. Let those that wish to do so understand and let
them spell out the facts about the economic conse-
quences of turning our backs on the alternative energy
source which is at our disposal.

Having said that, Mr President, quite clearly — and
this is the Commission’s view — the kind of develop-
ment we are looking for will be stifled as long as there
is uncertainty, ignorance of the rules and, generally
speaking, a negative attitude to the pursuit of a reason-
able nuclear policy.

Of course, nuclear installations on borders pose an
additional problem arising out of difficulties that are
partly psychological and partly factual. All those who
have said that the siting of a nuclear reactor near a
border creates tension have a certain amount of right
on their side. The question is whether we want to
overcome this tension or to use it to ban nuclear instal-
lations? That is a different set of options.

The option the Commission has decided to pursue is
as follows: How can we create the conditions that will
allow safety considerations and economic justification
to be examined sensibly on the basis of sound informa-
tion duly made available to all concerned? That is an
area where the Community has a role to play, because
the Community — and, more specifically, the
Commission — is not involved with building nuclear
power stations and therefore has no government
policy on the matter and no vested interest, and
because it can therefore contribute the necessary
objectivity on which to base a valid assessment of the
situation. What the Community does is to create, espe-
cially in connection with loans, the financial conditions
that can help to secure the alternative energy sources
we need. But the choice is made by the users and not
by the Community or by the Commission, let there be
no doubt about that. And I cannot resist the tempta-
tion of saying at this point — even though Mr
Damette 1s not in the House — that for the first time
in a long while a spokesman for the French Commun-
ist Party has succeeded in surprising me. In fact, if |
understood him correctly, he deplored the fact that we
were not discussing in this Assembly the deployment
of tactical nuclear weapons in the Community. I have
always been led to believe that the French Communist
Party was against defence questions being discussed in
this Parliament. I duly take note that it has had a
change of heart.

The second point I should like make is that there is a
need to be clear about what the articles of the Treaty
actually mean. The Commission is not afraid to use
the Treaty, but one must beware of reading into the
Treaty what is not there and one cannot make proper
use of the Treaty by distorting its provisions. Under
Article 37 the Member States have a duty to provide
the Commission with such general data relating to any
plan for the disposal of radioactive waste in any form
liable to result in the radiocactive contamination of the
water, soil or airspace of another Member State. This
has to be done six months before the reactor is
commissioned, that is to say before this radioactive
waste causes any actual contamination. That is the
long and the short of Article 37. Like it or not, that is
what it says! Under the present circumstances it
cannot really be said, therefore, that this or that
Member State has ignored or failed to comply with its
obligations under Article 37 or its obligations under
Article 41 in relation to investments. But I readily
concede to Mr Abens that this does not entirely
resolve our problem. What one cannot say, however,
is that they are breaking the Treaty. That is the point I
wanted to make so that there can be no misunder-
standing on this matter. Either we know what we are
arguing about or we do not argue at all. And it is
precisely because the provisions of the Treaty are
worded in this way it has apparently been necessary to
resort to procedures that allow matters of substance to
be discussed in a spirit of reason and in the hope that
all parties can find some common ground. That is
what we are trying to achieve in these consultation
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procedures when there are several parties involved but
in the course of which the Community has from the
outset no legal power to intervene. That is as much
our problem as knowing how exactly to achieve this
objective in practical terms.

In this connection, the excellent report by Mrs Walz
led the Commission to draw up some proposals, and I
must say that I was a little surprised to hear Mr
Coppieters accuse us of amending our proposal with-
out consulting Parliament again. I have made a quick
check and the only changes I can find record of are
such as would have delighted Mr Coppieters, since we
have now included — something that did not
previously figure in the explanatory memorandum —
the number of transfrontier nuclear installations show-
ing the scale of the problem and, secondly, after the
events at Three Mile Island we did stress the import-
ance of having a clear idea of the kind of measures
that needed to be taken, since the difficulties encoun-
tered so far in this area have been surmountable —
thank heavens! And so the idea of consulting Parlia-
ment when we are working along the lines laid down
by it seeems to me to be pushing formalism too far. Of
course, if I have misunderstood Mr Coppieters I have
no doubt that he will put me right on another occa-
sion . . .

Mr Coppieters. — (F) What [ actually said was that
the Commission was right, but that Parliament had not
yet expressed an opinion!

Mr Davignon. — (F)} I have always had a very high
regard for any Member of the European Parliament
who credited the Commission with being in the right.
Thank you, Mr Coppieters.

Now, we find ourselves in the position of having to see
what we can do in practical terms. And in this connec-
tion there is a proposal in Mrs von Alemann’s report
which the Commission approves, given the provisions
as they stand at the moment. I do not in fact place
much faith in what is currently under discussion within
the Council, that is to say a decision the effect of
which would be to recommend bilateral talks in which
the Commission could at a given moment intervene as
mediator or arbitrator if the two states are unable to
agree among themselves.

Mr President, the role of the Commissionas defined
by the Treaties is not one of conciliation or mediation.
Its role is fairly plainly spelt out: It is to assume its
responsibilities as a policy-making body and express its
views on a certain range of matters. To reduce it to
that of a benevolent kind of mediator does not seem wo
me to correspond to the role it ought to perform, to
the extent that it is expected not only to reconcile two
differing positions but also to provide certain kinds of

basic information which will ensure that a nuclear
power station can be built under acceptable condi-
tions. And therefore I think it would be dangerous to
set our sights lower than does Mrs von Alemann
because that would be to deny ourselves the objectivity
necessary to deal adequately with the problem. I have
to add right away that the Council’s position at this
time is exactly as I have described it: to go less far, 1o
suggest bilateral discussions and to give the Commis-
sion a residual role. I have told you why I do not look
with any favour on this solution.

And now, for the sake of good order, I should like
briefly to comment on one or two of the amendments
since the debate has largely centred around them and I
should not wish there to be any misunderstanding
about what the Commission’s position is. I shall deal
with the most essential ones.

May I first say to Mrs von Alemann that we are
entirely happy with her new version of paragraph 2. It
accurately reflects our present position and it is vital
for us to make every effort to draw up Community
safety standards. That is very important indeed. That
should be our starting point. It will facilitate construc-
tive consultations at Community level because, by
comparing different safety measures parameter by
parameter, we shall be able to determine whether or
not, using different methodologies, we arrive at the
same result. This is all the more important as our
analysis of the different legal provisions in the various
Member States leads us to suppose that they are
comparable as regards the result and not very different
from the point of view of the safety standards they set.

[ would like to say to Mr Gendebien that as regards
his Amendment No 5, to paragraph 2, in which he
calls for a ban on the construction of nuclear power
stations within 50 km of any border with another
Member State or with a third country, I have the feel-
ing that he has carried out his exercise on a map, as I
did, for example the map of a country known to us
both and he well knows the results — I am against the
amendment.

In her Amendment No 26, Mrs Lizin suggests — as
several others have done — that in implementing Arti-
cle 37 it should be possible to find a way of introduc-
ing more sensible time limits which would allow more
time to form an opinion. We are for this amendment.

We are entirely behind Mr Gendebien’s Amendment
No 8, in which he deplores the Council’s failure to
define its position.

Mr Galland’s Amendment No 41 raises an extremely
important problem which concerns, in 2 Community
like ours, the situation it is in, that is to say where
certain countries, through a certain number of
economic options they have taken to diminish their
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dependence, to improve their balance of payments
position, to strengthen their currency and economy,
have decided to invest in alternative energy sources.
Should they be deprived of this option, until such time
as Economic Union has become a reality, simply
because other states have decided not to take the same
attitude and are prepared as a result to put up with the
economic handicaps? Can they, moreover, create
problems for the others? This is an absolutely funda-
mental political problem and, to us at any rate, this
seems to justify setting up a consultative procedure. It
should not be possible, however, for those who decide,
for example, to take the radical option — as is their
right — of never resorting to the nuclear alternative,
to prevent other states who have access to the water
they need and where the geography is such as to
enable them to build a nuclear power station from
doing so, provided, of course, that the safety condi-
tions we spoke of earlier are met.

I believe that in a democracy what matters is that ever-
yone should have their rights, but it is unacceptable
that some should have more rights than others, to the
extent that one believes that from the outset one
option is automatically to be regarded as being prefer-
able to the other. I am not saying that the nuclear
option is necessarily better than the other; what I am
saying is that the non-nuclear option ought not neces-
sarily deprive other states of the choice they have
made.

Secondly, may I say with reference to Mrs Lizin’s
Article 37 that one needs nevertheless to beware of
undervaluing what the Treaty has to offer just because
the conditions laid down by it are not being met. If the
standards laid down by the Treaty are not being met,
the Commission is empowered under Article 38 to
take the requisite steps to re-examine the decision
taken at national level.

I should now like to comment on Amendment No 9 of
Mr Gendebien’s in which he — and indeed the same
point was made by Mr Damette and Mrs Bonino in
their speeches, but I address my reply to Mr Gende-
bien, without wishing to single him out in any way,
because Mr Dametie and Mrs Bonino were more
interested in putting to me their case than listening to
my reply — I want to say to him, therefore, with
reference to this Amendment No 6, that the Commis-
sion needs no prompting to take a firm stand with the
governments of the Member States or with the elec-
tricity-generating companies. We serve no one, we
serve only the interests of the Treaty and the objec-
tives we are seeking to promote. And a paragraph such
as this might foster the belief that we could be swayed
by the electricity producers. I am still waiting to see on
what basis such a statement could be made. As for the
disputes we always seem to have with the states, one
might be dissatisfied with the outcome, but certainly
not displeased with the fact that we are constantly
striving, as in this instance in support of Mrs von
Alemann’s report, to achieve practical results.

And in this context I, in my turn, should like to put a
question to those who call on the Commission to act
in compliance with their wishes. I am interested to
know now what Parliament’s attitude will be — bear-
ing in mind that this report is addressed more to the
Council than to the Commission — when the Council
acknowledges that it is in possession of the report but
will not show undue haste in acting on it. And I
wonder if, when the time comes, we shall again see a
number of resolutions couched in the same terms and
under the same circumstances calling for vital action.

\

Mrs Lizin’s Amendment No 28, suggesting the addi-
tion of Article 41 seems to us to be an improvement.
Mr Gendebien’s Amendment No 12, suggesting an
impact study covering the border areas to provide us
with the fullest possible data, is also good. We should
very much like to go along with Mr Sassano, who
wants acceptable sites for nuclear installations indi-
cated on a map of Europe. This looks to us like an
exercise that is liable to follow the familiar pattern,
that is to say that each state will be agreable to such a
procedure for a neighbouring state. Accordingly, I do
not believe that this road would lead us very far. On
the other hand, I am in agreement with Mr Coppie-
ters, Mr Capanna and Mrs Bonino, whose Amend-
ment No 31 seeks to define more clearly the responsi-
bility of the Member State or the local authorities as
regards payment of compensation in the event of a
pollution problem arising in spite of the measures
adopted.

Mr President, forgive me for having been somewhat
technical and going into detail on some matters but I
believe that it is the Commission’s role to inform
Parliament of its position on the amendments put
down in relation to a matter with which it has been
entrusted by Parliament. And I shall conclude by
saying that for us this matter is an important one. It is
not simply a debate on the pros and cons of nuclear
energy. Those who seek to open a debate on this ques-
tion seem to us, on this occasion, to be wrong. The
problem is to know, seeing that we are a Community,
what conclusions to draw in relation to activities
which should be made to conform to certain standards
and the implications of which — to talk in rational
terms and not in the apocalyptic language used by
some of the speakers — other states ought to be aware
of. The more information available, the lesser the
anxiety and anguish. In this respect, the articles of the
Treaty as originally drawn up are incomplete. The
substantive and  procedural  recommendations
contained in Mrs von Alemann’s report, amended if
necessary but bearing in mind the comments we have
made, is in our view therefore a renewed joint effort
on the part of Parliament and the Commission to settle
this question. That is what gives me real cause for
satisfaction.
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President. — I call Mrs von Alemann.

Mrs von Alemann, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, [
have basically three remarks to make. Firstly, it is
natural for there to be friction between policies at
frontiers, particularly in a Community which has really
only been in existence for 30 years. It is therefore
important that we should discuss openly and be quite
frank about how we can minimize these frictional
losses. So I am pleased that this has clearly not been
for the most part, as was also the case in committee, a
debate for or against nuclear energy, but a debate
concerned with practical aspects of the Community as
it is today and that it cannot now come to a vote for or
against nuclear energy. I have tried to reflect the
committee’s will in my report.

Secondly, I should like to say that the report also
attempts to say ~— and I am therefore rather sorry
about what Mr Coppieters said — that we should at
present do what can be done. The Commissioner has
just reiterated how difficult the negotiations with the
Council are at present and no doubt will continue to
be in the future, and so I also realize that the question
of the siting of nuclear power stations, which was
discussed in the Walz report, is not dealt with so
expressly in the new report and that we have simply
taken account of the facts, of which we are, of course,
all aware, particularly those of us who were once
members of a provincial or federal parliamént. I
nevertheless believe that, if a majority votes in favour
of this report, it may give the Council an impression of
how we Members of this European Parliament want to
help to remove the frontiers and reduce the frictional
losses.

Thirdly, and lastly, I should like to make the following
quite clear: the subject is too serious to be discussed in
personal terms. We should not be having a debate for
or against a country. It is not a question of a country
feeling that it is being attacked here or of a political
party in one country or other believing it must defend
national interests to the extent that it rejects every-
thing in a report which was adopted by the majority of
a committee. The subject should really be seen as an
example of those areas in which the Community still
has ground to make up and in which all of us can help
to eliminate these frictional losses and to improve
European cooperation between neighbours.

President. — T call Mr Coppieters to speak on a point
of order.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Mr President, taking advan-
tage of the fact that Mr Davignon mentioned my
name in his statement, I should just like to clarify one
point. It concerns the explanatory memorandum of
May 1979. What I said was that it is a rather weaker
version of an earlier viewpoint, and that we did not
have an opportunity to discuss the Commission’s new
position, which really should have been the case. It
was therefore the other way around, Mr Davignon.

President. — I call Mr Gendebien.

Mr Gendebien. — (F) Mr President, [ would like to
ask the Commissioner what he thinks of my Amend-
ment No 13, which concerns the need to draw up
common plans for the protection and evacuation of
inhabitants of frontier regions, particularly those areas
where nuclear reactors are already sited. I feel this is
one important point on which the report has nothing
to say. I should be pleased to hear the Commission’s
view on this matter.

President. — I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon. — (F) My position on this is as
follows. What we are hoping from Mrs von Alemann’s
report 1s the creation of the general conditions that
apply to any procedure relating to transfrontier
aspects. | think that in that particular context I am in
agreement with Mr Gendebien. On the other hand, I
am not in agreement with the way he has worded his
amendment, which gives the impression that evacua-
tion needs to be organized as soon as a nuclear power
station is built. Perhaps I am interpreting his text
rather literally, in which case he might wish to change
it. What I believe is true is that in the context of
consultation, since there are safety standards, it is
necessary to know how they will be applied and how
to cope with any difficulty that might arise. That is a
matter for consultation between local and regional
authorities in the border areas, which seems perfectly
reasonable to me. But [ believe that it needs to be
given a strictly neutral interpretation, free of any bias
in favour of one aspect as against another.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

10. Deadline for tabling amendments — Agenda

President. — The deadline for tabling amendments to
the report by Mr Kirk on fisheries, which is included
on the agenda for Thursday’s sitting under Item No
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236, has been extended until 1 p.m. tomorrow,
Wednesday, as the report was only today adopted in
committee.

Another report by Mr Kirk (Item No 237) was not
adopted in committee and has therefore been with-
drawn from the agenda for Thursday.

11. Community oil supplies from the Middle East

President. — The next item is the oral question with
debate (Doc. 1-592/80) by Mr Miiller-Hermann and
Mr Vergeer, on behalf of the Group of the European
People’s Party (CD Group), Mr Seligman, on behalf
of the European Democratic Group, Mr Linkohr, on
behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr Galland, Mr Calvez,
Mr Ippolito and Mr Veronesi to the Commission:

Subject: Community’s oil supplies from the Middle East

1. What is the assessment of the Commission of recent
developments in the Middle East for the Community’s
energy policy?

2. Will the Commission report the steps taken to ensure
the continuity of the Community’s oil supplies?

3. In the light of the serious situation in the Middle East,
does the Commission now accept the need for a
dynamic Community energy policy, to be expressed
by early decision on the Parliament’s resolutions for
actions in the energy sector?

I call Mr Miiller-Hermann.

|
Mr Miiller-Hermann. — (D) Mr President, the ques-
tion we are now discussing has the backing of a very
large majority of this Parliament. We shall have to
discuss it again — [ hope at the December part-session
in the presence of the Council — because it expresses
all Parliament’s concern about the unfortunate lack of
progress we have so far made towards a common
energy policy.

Today we address the Commission, which we can
really only accuse of not doing enough to gain accept-
ance for its views in the Council. But our question is
really addressed to the Council itself, which — and I
must put it in these uncompromising terms — must be
accused of irresponsible inactivity. The question has
been sparked off by the recent developments which
have followed the obvious instability in the Middle
East, that is to say the conflict between Iran and Iraq,
which six months ago we might not have thought
possible and which has resulted in the loss of two
important oil-producing countries as sources of supply
for the industrial countries.

In fact, we owe it to Saudi Arabia, the Emirates and
Kuwait that the resulting gap has now been filled as a
result of their decision not to reduce oil production by

10 % as originally planned. They are undoubtedly
doing this to help the world, but it is in fact, and we
must remember this, not in their own interests, which
consist in leaving as much oil as possible in the ground
for as long as possible. I feel it is important for the
House to note this, because we are apt to be all too
quick to blame the oil-producing countries when we
are talking about energy supply difficulties or about
the dangers of inflation.

Ladies and gentlemen, in their efforts to calm the
public the national governments and the Council will
tell us that our oil tanks are filled to the brim, giving
us enough oil for 120 to 130 days, known as the stra-
tegic reserve, which we need and do not want to
touch. The Council and the governments are not
drawing the necessary conclusions from continued
political and economic uncertainty in the Middle East,
and we are not making the desired and necessary
progress with our policy of reducing our excessive
dependence on oil. This reference to the full oil tanks
in fact results in everyone believing that things are not
so bad, we will get by. But that is not a responsible
policy in the long term.

I should also like to point out that the United States —
under its new Presidency — will undoubtedly make
considerable efforts to exploit its own energy
resources at home and in countries nearby and so
reduce its dependence on Middle East oil to such an
extent that it will certainly not be dependent on
imports from the Middle East in 1990, or in about 10
years, as it is today. But we will undoubtedly continue
to be largely dependent on supplies from the Middle
East. Nor shall we be able to count on the Americans,
as we have done in the past, to ensure the safety of the
transport routes and peace and stability in this area.
That is, in my view, a further reason why we should
expect the Commission and Council to make the grea-
test possible effort to release the Community from this
excessive dependence on Middle East oil. We call for
an early decision because all of us who know this
subject are aware that it is at least 8 ta 10 years before
political decisions taken today have the desired effect
on energy supplies. Decisions not taken today and
repeatedly put off can only mean our facing even
greater difficulties in the future.

We unfortunately find that, even though we are now
doing more than in the past, the Council will be far
from capable of achieving the objectives set by the
Community. This is undoubtedly true, for example, of
the efforts being made to conserve energy. What we
have achieved is in effect the consequence of the reces-
sion, not an attempt at more effective savings in the
private sector, in transport and in industry.

As regards research and development, where there is
an urgent need for work to be done, we all saw what
the Council’s attitude is during the recent debates on
the budget; rigorous cutbacks on completely unjusti-
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fied grounds, a particularly clear illustration of the
contradiction between words and deeds.

Coal production in the Community is increasing only
very slowly, if at all. And, to quote one of Mr Brun-
ner’s last remarks, only 8 gigawatt coal-fired power
stations and 16 gigawatt oil-fired power stations are
being built at present. As we all know — even the
President of the Council, Mr Thorn, mentioned this
during his inaugural speech the Governments
announced a major programme in Venice aimed at the
increased utilization of imported coal in the Commu-
nity. There is nothing wrong with this, but we must
realize that for a programme of this kind the require-
ments in terms of cargo space, port capacities, storage
capacities and transport and processing facilities are
enormous — but here we have so far seen nothing but
false starts. I would also point out that, if the coal
programme was incorporated into a coal processing

programme, it would offer tremendous opportunities

for making progress with regional matters in the
Community, for example through the construction of
port facilities with appropriate processing equxpment
in Italy or Ireland.

I must also refer to the export of nuclear power, on
which, as we have just seen again, there are undoubt-
edly differences of opinion in this House. But Mr
Brunner has just stated that only 70 gigawatts will be
available in the Community by 1985 instead of the 160
glgawatts orxgmally planned The only country pursu-
ing a consistent policy in this field — and it has my
congratulations — is France. Which ever way we look
at it, the only real alternative for the next 20 years,
apart from coal — where there are also major prob-
lems — will be nuclear power.

I should like to draw your attention to a final point,
and perhaps Mr Davignon will say something about
this. For a long time now we have been pointing out to
the Council and Commission that enormous capital
procurement problems are associated with the solution
of the energy problems. Has the Community or have
the national governments any practical directions or
proposals to make on this?

Instead, things are left to take their own course. In the
same context, I feel the European Community must
also tackle the problem known for brevity’s sake as the
‘recycling of the oil millions’. This year — and the
picture will be similar in the years to come — we will
find we have surpluses of 130000 m dollars in our
trade with the oil-producing countries, but enormous
current account deficits with the industrial countries
— and even larger deficits with the Third World,
although we all know that the developing countries
are already up to their necks in debt. We must there-
fore find and develop long-term means of obtaining
energy supplies, in addition to the existing means, so
that the capital that is accumulating in the ‘wrong’
place is channelled to the regions, where there is an

urgent need, particularly so that energy supplies can
be safeguarded for the future.

We cannot simply say that this is all being done by the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund or
the international banking system. The European
Community, as one of the economically strongest
regions of the world, also has a responsibility, and I
must stress this.

In the short time available to me I have had to confine
myself to the fundamental issues and, as I have said
before, we will be discussing the whole subject again.
Mr President, I would ask you to ensure that this
discussion takes place in the presence of the President
of the Council, because it is not primarily the
Commission, but the Council which is to blame for the
absence of a European energy policy. The Council
must account for itself, because, where the long-term
security of our Community is concerned, it is in the
dock. All we can do today is ask the Commission what
it can do to persuade the Council at long last to take
the decisions that are urgently needed.

President. — I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) At
this point I should like to be relatively brief, for two
reasons.

The first is that we have drawn up a document
summarizing the various problems arising in connec-
tion with the Community’s energy policy. It covers
very many of the questions raised by Mr Miiller-
Hermann and will be in the hands of the Committee
on Energy before the end of the week. It seems to me
that the timing of this report is very fortunate, given
the sitvation in which we find ourselves at the
moment. )

We are in fact very conscious of the fact that not
enough is done in the energy field, that Community
action here is essential, but that some of the Council’s
budget decisions have been — to put it very mildly —
surprising.

I should like now to turn more specifically to the
situation in which the Community finds itself in the
light of the prolongation of the conflict between Iran
and Iraq. I feel it essential to take a balanced view of
the situation, for it would be just as wrong to regard it
as verging on the catastrophic as it would to adopt a
totally complacent attitude.

In either case we should have to suffer the conse-
quences of an over-simplified approach. If we say that
the situation is inherently so serious as to make the
Community and its nine Member States incapable of
overcoming these problems we shall be digging our
own grave. For the economic operators — the com
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panies, the States, the consumers — will think that the
situation will become so desperate as to warrant
protective measures being taken at any price. And
when I say ‘at any price’, that is precisely what [ mean.
The implication would be that oil should be obtained
wherever it is available, regardless of the price at
which we ought to be buying it. The result would be
the same as we experienced during the Iran crisis of
1979. Firstly, the upsurge in activity on the free
markets would lead the oil-producing countries to
divert a large proportion of their supplies away from
the normal trading channels towards the free markets;
secondly, the oil-producing countries would consider
it their right to obtain for the 95 % of production that
does not find its way onto the free market the same
prices as prevail on that market.

Just as we are wrestling with an economic situation
produced by the second oil crisis, we have to face the
threat of a third oil crisis at a time when the economic
picture is particularly bleak.

Let me add that [ am not quite sure how we shall find
the resources necessary to implement the reconversion
policies for the steel industry which we were discuss-
ing earlier on: an investment policy, an innovation
policy and a policy of change and a transfer of pro-
duction to the energy sector. On the other hand, it
would be wrong to be too complacent and to think
that, just because our stocks are rather high at the
moment, the present situation does not yet give
grounds for serious concern, so that we can allow
events to take their course. I believe that if we adopt
too lax an approach developments could well teach us
just how mistaken such an approach was. Despite all
the efforts made no one can say today how long the
conflict between Iraq and Iran will last. It is difficult to
estimate with any precision the extent of the damage
to the oil installations or to say when, once the fight-
ing has been brought to an end, the oil will begin to
flow again. The vital thing seems to me to be therefore
coordination between the Community countries
coupled with a determination to keep the situation
under control. It therefore appears to me particularly
important that Parliament should have decided today
to put an oral question on this subject, since the Coun-
cil is meeting on 27 November, that is in just over one
week, after which the European Council will be meet-
ing and will certainly want to analyse developments in
the energy sector, and this will be followed, around
8 December, by the meeting of all the Western coun-
tries affected by these oil problems, in other words the
need to cooperate with the United States and Japan.
Why? Because the United States must also pursue a
sensible policy on imports, and an extremely dynamic
policy on the use they make of their own resources. It
is also imperative that we have the same cooperation
with Japan, which must shoulder its own share of the
responsibility for the sound functioning of the interna-
tional economic system and, with that objective in
view, take the measures necessary to deal with the
situation, just as we ourselves are doing.

It is often a little pointless to quote figures, but I
should nevertheless like to mention a few. We have a
situation in which the loss of Iranian or Iraqi exports
represents around 12 % on average of the Commu-
nity’s supplies at a time when our economic situation
was more healthy than it is at present. What we have
to compensate, therefore, is not that figure but a lower
one. Since our economic activity has declined for the
moment, our need for energy has also diminished.
Furthermore, the situation today is very different from
what it was at the time of the Iranian crisis, since
stocks are at a level well above the obligatory 90 days.
They are in fact situated at between 110 and 120 days,
which means that we have a substantial buffer which
will help us to overcome the difficulties ahead. We are
therefore far from powerless.

What is the situation on the markets? I believe we find
two things. Firstly, we find a tendency on the free
market to a constant but slow rise in prices, which
ought not to alarm us unduly but which is a develop-
ment to which we must devote very careful attention.
Secondly, we find that the price on the State oil market
1s relatively stable, with none of the upheavals asso-
ciated with the Iranian crisis. We must therefore be
certain that when the Council meets on 27 November
it will translate into fact this starting position, the key
factor of which is a firm determination to keep the
situation under control. We cannot, without endan-
gering our economic future, allow a perfectly manage-
able situation to get out of hand because of a lack of
coordination between the Member States and between
the Community and our other partners, or because we
do oo little too late.

That is why the Commission has submitted procedures
and objectives to the Council for consideration on
27 November and that is why I believe that we shall
arrive at some satisfactory solutions at that meeting.
The preparatory work reflects a sound grasp of the
situation I have just described, which gives no cause
for alarm but certainly cause for concerted action. And
I have faith in the weight which Parliament will bring
to bear in a matter that concerns all our citizens. I
believe that lack of action at European level in an area
where it is perfectly feasible would spell a mortal blow
to our economy. Such a situation would obviously be
intolerable both to Parliament and the Commission.
But I think that the Council will act along the lines I
have just sketched out and that, when we get onto the
more general discussion on all the aspects of the
energy problems, we shall be able to work out the
procedural measures and policies to be adopted by the
Council so as to enable the Community to keep the
situation under control, something which, as I have
pointed out repeatedly, is absolutely essential.

President — I call Mr Linkohr to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.
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Mr Linkohr — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the background to the debate now taking place
in this Chamber, with so very few Members present, is
a serious one. It is so serious that I feel I must contra-
dict Mr Davignon for saying that we have instruments
for mastering the situation. I contradict him on this,
because the situation is rather different. I believe that it
is not only in Europe that our energy policy has
become unpredictable. None of the leading experts in
the world, no one in this House could have predicted
the present conflict in the Middle East. None of us
knows what turn this conflict will take over the next
few days and months or whether the super powers will
intervene, for example. We have here a classic case of
nervousness resulting in war. We should bear this in
mind.

In addition, I find no comfort at all in the stocks we
have to ensure our supplies for 120 or 130 days. We
are dealing here with the situation in the Middle East
as a whole, an area on which we are really dependent.
France, for example, derives 25 % of its oil from Iraq,
Italy 17 %. We know that about two-thirds of our oil
passes through the'Strait of Hormuz, which 1s now
threatened by the war. This is a cause for concern.

It is not only a question of the danger of war and
concern for oil supplies, but also of our balance of
trade, which is becoming increasingly negative. And
there is a great temptation to restore this balance of
trade by exporting arms. We also find that that is a
field in which some countries of the Community are
quite efficient. We should be restricting oil consump-
tion in the Community rather than paying for more oil
by supplying weapons.

It should also be remembered that prices are on the
move. It may very well be that we manage to get the
quantity problem under control, but the same cannot
be said of prices. This is illustrated by an example from
the recent past: when the Shah was toppled in Iran, oil
supplies fell by a mere 3 %, but prices rose by 100 %.
The profits went into the pockets of those who are
usually referred to as mulunational companies and
who are today preparing to become tomorrow’s major
energy companies.

There is also the difference in the assessment of this
situation by the United States and Europe, or more
specifically by the Member States of the Community.
Everyone is undoubtedly pursuing a policy of sanve
qui peut. There is no Community policy in this
respect. I feel this is the crux of the problem in this
Community. What we have in fact are national camps,
with each nation attempting to react to these problems
on its own. But what is lacking is a Community policy
really worthy of the name. If it comes to a crisis, the
Community may be involved, because the crisis-
management system we have in the Community is
purely and simply the sum of nine national crisis-
management-policies, which are not even coordinated.

This morning I read in the newspaper that the French
Government had advised the companies not to take oil
out of the allegedly full tanks, but to buy on the spot
market. Of course, the spot market prices will then
shoot up, which is hardly surprising. If other govern-
ments are already using their stocks. I ask myself what
is meant by a common policy. This crisis must give rise
to a common energy policy with oil conservation as its
principal objective. There can be litle arguing about
that, because it has been said often enough in this
House. We must succeed in this principally because we
have lived far too long on this cheap oil owing to the
military superiority of the industrial nations over the
developing countries and our consequent ability to
exploit them. We have therefore behaved like thieves
who, having stolen once, believe they can do so again
every year without being caught. Everyone is caught
eventually, and I hope it does not happen to us too
soon.

(Applause)

President — I call Mr Herman to speak on behalf of
the European People’s Party (Christian-Democratic
Group).

Mr Herman — (F) Mr President, if the press reports
are correct, the Commission is to forward to the
Council at the end of the month a series of proposals
concerning six points which have been communicated
1o us.

The first consists in getting the governments to
discourage the oil companies from buying at exces-
sively high prices. That is undoubtedly a good inten-
tion, but how are you going to persuade the govern-
ments which are themselves giving a very bad example,
for if the information we have on the Rotterdam spot
market is right, it is purchases instigated by the French
Government which are causing such an upsurge in
prices! Furthermore, some of the Community coun-
tries have signed bilateral supply contracts, and one
may be entitled to wonder whether, to forestall a new
increase and new shortages, they will not themselves
rush into a spate of panic buying, given the scant influ-
ence which some of these countries have on the big
supply companies. Our first question is therefore:
How is the Commission going to persuade the govern-
ments, what legal instruments can it use to bring pres-
sure to bear on them in an effort to discipline the
markets?

The second point on which you also want proposals to
be submitted is reduction of demand. There, of course,
we have to trust the Member States themselves to
organize the reduction in demand and consumption.
But many of these States are poorly prepared and the
situation varies appreciably from one country to
another. Does the Commission envisage Community
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laws which would help to fill the gaps left by national
legislation in this connection?

The third problem is stock management. How can the
companies be persuaded to draw on their stocks rather
than go to the spot market? This interesting question
ties in with another, more complex, problem, since the
stocks of certain Community countries are situated in
other Community countries. Would not the enactment
of Community legislation guaranteeing the free availa-
bility of stocks established by one country on the terri-
tory of another be a practical and effective way of
improving stock management? This appears to me
self-evident, but in a panic situation everyone is afraid
that countries which have on their territory stocks
established by other countries will put national interest
before free movement, using the crisis or the shortage
as a pretext. What is needed therefore is Community
legislation that would guarantee free movement and
use of stocks.

As regards measures to increase production, it is plain
that we have not as yet explored the possibilities
offered by flexibility of production. Let me explain. In
North Sea oil extraction, as in any rational production
operation, the actual flow is not the theoretical maxi-
mum flow because, firstly, we want to recover the gas
and, secondly, we have to carry out servicing and
overhauls. This gives a certain flexibility permitting
production to be raised in the short term, say for a few
months, even though it could not be done in the long
term without risk to the environment, production, etc.

Since it may be assumed that the war between Iraq and
Iran will not last for years it is possible that in the
shorter term — for a year or a year and a half — use
could be made of the oil companies’ capacity to
increase their rate of extraction so as to meet market
needs over a fairly short period.

The fifth problem is that of prices. It is now plain that
efforts 1o distribute stocks and supplies more fairly
between the countries in accordance with their needs
could be thwarted by the huge distortions of consumer
prices sull prevalent in the Community. Steps should
surely be taken to remove the advantages or disadvan-
tages systematically enjoyed or suffered by individual
supply regions.

Fmally, as regards the problems of allocating quotas in
times of shortage, I believe that under the Interna-
tional Energy Agency agreements the Commission or
the international authorities may, when certain levels
of shortage are established, take measures to allocate
supply quotas. Would it not be useful to have interme-
diate stages where the Commission could already be
given powers without waiting for the development of
an excessively serious shortage, which could result
from a fall-off in supply on the markets?

There, Mr Davignon, are some questions that I would
like to put to you on the eve of the meeting we shall be

having with the Council. Is the Commission not
perhaps a little timid and not specific enough in the
proposals which it is to put forward? Would it not
carry more conviction in its dealings with the Member
States if its proposals were more coherent and more
thoroughly worked out?

President. — I call Mr Seligman to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Seligman. — Mr President, I thank the Commis-
sioner for his reassuring speech, even though I find it
very hard to agree with him. I must support the deep
concern of our other speakers so far in this debate.
Last week people were talking as if the Iraq-Iran war
was nearly over and saying that the West had ridden
the storm. The major attack this weekend reminds us
that the storm is still continuing. It is going to get

~worse. Mr President, you will remember the Bible

story of Belshazzars Feast. Over 2000 years ago
Belshazzar was King of Babylon — the very country
now involved in the war with Iran. During an ungodly
feast mysterious fingers wrote unintelligible messages
on the wall. These were called the writing on the wall.
Only the prophet Daniel could interpret this message.
It said ‘you are weighed in the balance and found
wanting; your kingdom is divided’. Those fingers
might well have been talking about Europe today and
the divided situation we have on energy policy. I could
substitute Davignon for Daniel.

The Community reaction to the latest oil crisis is
definitely inadequate. We still have no united energy
policy. Our response to this crisis has been too little
and too late and we are dancing at the feast, oblivious.
How many more warnings must we have before we
heed the writing on the wall? How much longer is
Europe to be dependent for its energy supplies and its
whole economy on an unstable part of the world?

As a result of the present war 4 million barrels of oil a
day have been lost, 3-2 to the West and 0-8 to Come-
con. The main losers have been France, Brazil, Japan
and Austria. But the full effect of this has been delayed
because oil tankers already on the high seas have
continued to deliver their load at the pre-war rate.
Also, Saudia Arabia has increased its production to
10- 4 million barrels a day and the West has built up
enormous stocks which are helping us at the moment.
But despite all this, speculation has bumped up oil
prices by 42 % in the last 6 weeks, and I do not under-
stand Commissioner Davignon’s contention that it is a
steady controlled increase. It is not. And this increase
has come about because we have ignored Sheikh
Yamanti’s request to use the stocks to avoid a price
scramble. Indeed, as Mr Linkohr was saying earlier
on, France seems to have ignored this request and is,
in fact, asking people not to use their stocks to stabil-
ize prices. And this is very bad.
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Has the Commission studied what may happen to this
already precarious situation? What if Kuwait is drawn
into the battle? What if Saudi Arabia decides to bring
pressure to bear on the Americans to solve the Arab-
Israel crisis by cutting off their oil supplies, as they
could easily do. OPEC could run perfectly happily on
only 20 million barrels of oil a day. They do not need
to sell 28 million. What would happen if the powers
hostile to the West managed to close the Straits of
Hormuz? That would lose 15 million barrels of oil a
day, one-third of our total consumption. So this situa-
tion is really not tenable.

The Council must move faster to reduce the Commu-
nity’s dependence on oil. If the Council fails, look
what a grim prospect faces us. Rationing on the lines
that the Americans are now preparing, a ban on
Sunday motoring, a ban on leisure boating, tempera-
ture restrictions in buildings. But above all, the
Community will have to abandon all prospect of a
resumption of economic growth and a solution to our
oil-induced inflation and the high unemployment
which it produces.

In six weeks’ time we shall have a new Commission
and a new Energy Commissioner. I hope the new
Commission will adopt a more effective role in this
crisis. I do not mean that it has got to take more
powers or spend more money, but it must persuade
Member States that joint action is absolutely neces-
sary, and the Commission must act as a coordinator,
especially of investment in energy.

Within the European Democratic Group, Mr Presi-
dent, we have emphasized the close link between
energy investment and economic recovery. We
consider that one of the best solutions to unemploy-
ment and inflation is a dynamic energy investment
policy financed partly by some form of energy tax or
oil import levy and partly by loans. With a new Presi-
dent in the White House who believes in the necessity
of nuclear power and the need to set free private
enterprise in the energy sector, as well as in increasing
exploration and much more energetic conservauon,
we now have an opportunity to go flat out for a major
investment initiative in energy conservation and alter-
native fuels. Together with him Europe must initiate
real discussions with the OPEC nations and the world
financial institutions on how to recycle OPEC
surpluses.

The oil companies and some governments often say
that there is no shortage of money for energy invest-
ment. | challenge this. The oil companies may well
have plenty of money to invest in relatively profitable,
riskless projects, but will they invest in the marginal,
long-term projects like enhanced oil recovery, explo-
ration for oil in the Third World, nuclear power
investment in the smaller Member States of the
Community who cannot afford it but need it? New
financial initiatives for these aims are urgently
required. And this is where the Community can fulfil

an important coordinating and stimulating role. I
welcome the decision to increase the Ortoli facility by
500 million units of account. That is very welcome,
but it is only a drop in the ocean. We need 50 million
units of account for investment in energy every year
for the next 10 years, and we need also a lot more for
investment in the Third World. That is why we want
to recycle OPEC surpluses. That is why we advocate
an oil import and production levy or some sort of
energy tax.

Incidentally, I would like to quickly clear up one illu-
sion on the oil import levy. As it is conceived, Britain
would not benefit from it any more than any other
Member State. The North Sea produces thin, high-
grade oil. It does not produce the heavy oil that we
have to import. Britain imported 54 million tonnes of
crude oil last year — half our total production. As I
see it, we would have to pay a levy on that amount,
just like any other Member State. Furthermore, Britain
would have to pay a levy on the oil she produces, as 1
understand the Commission’s plan. So Britain is going
to be exactly on the same basis as everyone else where
this import levy is concerned, and I would like the
Commissioner to confirm that.

Finally, Mr President, a2 word on energy prices and
taxes. They greatly affect the fair competition that we
all advocate in the Community. Britain has pursued a
clear policy to discourage the use of energy by raising
the price of all energies to compare with world oil
prices. This is a harsh policy, but it is the right one. It
is causing a great outcry in British industry which is
convinced that it is having to pay much more for elec-
tricity, oil and gas than its competitors on the Conti-
nent. The tomato and lettuce growers of Sussex have
proof that competitors in the Netherlands are getting
their gas much more cheaply than they are.

What is more, it is scandalous that consumers of elec-
tricity on the Continent are getting substantial
discounts when they consume larger quantities. What
sort of conservation policy 1s that? We are trying to
discourage the use of electricity, not promote it.
Clearly electricity and gas suppliers are schizophrenic
and they have got the whole question of objectives
completely mixed up. Living in an artificially cheap
energy situation is like a farmer killing his milch cow
to eat 1t. It is accelerating the day when nonrenewable
sources of energy will run out. Already we are
consuming the world’s supply of oil much faster than
we are discovering new sources. We are discovering 15
billion barrels a year and using 20 billion.

With this scenario I implore the Council of Ministers
and Member States to see the logic of giving much
more support to the Commission in organizing joint
action to deal with the long-term crisis which has only
been accentuated by the last Middle East war. Our
future depends on the vision which the Council shows
in the next few months.
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President. — I call Mr Veronesi to speak on behalf of
the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Veronesi. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, my time is too limited to permit me to treat
adequately the themes which have been proposed. I,
too, trust it will be possible to examine the question
more thoroughly, in the presence of the Council, in
the next parliamentary sitting. I would like 1o say that,
if it 15 not wise to ‘scream before you are hurt’, it is
nevertheless prudent to take protective measures when
risks are present; therefore the discussion we have
undertaken is, in my opinion, a valid one, pertinent
and opportune in the context of the current political
scene.

I must say that I much appreciated the response given
by Mr Davignon in the preceding debate. I was slightly
less impressed by a certain optimism, or, at least, a
perhaps excessive confidence shown by the Commis-
sion 1n its evaluation of our questions. We co-authored
these three questions because we do not consider them
to be rhetorical; we believe on the contrary that they
clarify some extremely interesting points, which must
be provided for with precise aims and political orienta-
tions.

Commissioner Davignon urges us not to be anxious.
We cannot be lulled into accepting the illusion that we
possess reserves greater than the obligations we
assumed in the 1974 agreement which would allow us
to resist recession for longer than we had supposed.
This is not enough, for, as Mr Linkohr was saying, the
situation has greatly deteriorated of late, and it has
assumed implications unknown in the past. For this
reason we urge the Commission to communicate our
anxieties to the Council.

It should also be stated quite clearly that the solutions
we must envisage are political in nature and made up
of political measures, for we have been aware of a
tentative gesture in the direction of old means of pres-
sure and intervention on the international level, which
we believe to be totally inappropriate. The gunboats of
the industrialized countries should no longer take the
sea to protect raw materials. We believe there is a
more efficient weapon, more important, more
modern, and more just: political negotiation and colla-
boration.

We appeal to the Council to act on this fundamental
problem, for it is only by this means that we can hope
to attain the goals we have set for ourselves.

President. — I call Mr Galland to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Galland. — (F) Mr President, whilst, like some of
my colleagues, I was convinced by what Commissioner

Davignon had to say in his previous statement, even if
I did not go along with all his conclusions, I must say
that as far as the present debate is concerned I am not
in the least convinced. In fact, I have to confess that I
am deeply disappointed.

The consequences of the war between Iraq and Iran
were felt immediately, despite the efforts of some of
the Gulf countries which increased their production.
The deficit at the moment is 2 000 000 barrels per day.
Those in authority lost no time in reassuring public
opinion by announcing that stocks were at a very high
level — 120 days — and that there was no risk of
shortages for at least a year!

Even if it may upset some people I have to say, Mr
President, that I utterly reject this philosophy. We
must tell the public the truth and adjust our energy
strategies to stark reality. Now, what is the truth?
Certainly, we do have 120 days’s supply, but this boils
down to 30 days since, as has been pointed out, we
have to maintain strategic stocks of 90 days. And the
world situation is such that no responsible politician
would begin today to draw on the strategic stocks. We
thus have only 30 days’ stocks available, and some of
this has already been used, and we have a deficit of
2000000 barrels per day. Even if the war between
Iraq and Iran were to end tomorrow (a number of
experts have visited the installations that have been
destroyed or damaged in the two countries), it would
take close on a year to rebuild and recommission the
installations in these two countries. The truth is that
we have a shortage already now and, as Mr Seligman
pointed out, rationing could come tomorrow.

A rise in the price of crude oil is therefore inevitable.
And let’s face it, Mr President, we Europeans will be
partially responsible for it. In the face of shortage and
the threat of rationing Europe is still unable 1o demon-
strate solidarity and responsibility. Selfish and uncoor-
dinated attitudes will lead a number of our countries
to buy on the Rouerdam spot market, at any price. In
fact, the price just doesn’t matter.

Accusations against France had been levelled by Mr
Linkohr and Miiller-Hermann. It is possible that my
country is at the moment resorting to the Rotterdam
spot market for supplies, but given the nature of the
rises produced by the Rotterdam spot market France
can in no way be blamed for these rises. It is not a
problem generated by any individual country, it is a
general problem and it is that general problem which
we have to contend with.

Prices will naturally surge forward and, as usual, will
give an excellent alibi to the hard-line OPEC countries
for an appreciable increase in their official tariffs. It is
high time that the European Council and our energy
ministers took decisions enabling us to get the free
market in hand.
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Moreover, all possible steps must be taken to reduce
rapidly our dependence on oil. That is an absolute
priority.

Mr Davignon, you bear a heavy responsibility in the
eyes of this Assembly, for it is you who will have to
define a European policy and get it on the move,
something which the Commission has in the past failed
to do. In this connection what you have said makes me
fear that the Commission will not show sufficient
determination or political clearsightedness to over-
come the total absence of political will in the Council,
with which we are only too familiar. If the Commis-
sion does not set an example we shall never get
anywhere.

Ladies and gentlemen, unemployment is constantly on
the minds of us all. We know that employment
depends on the health of the economy, and that this in
turn depends on energy. To reduce this dependence
on oil, whilst we have to distinguish between the short
and the medium term, a Community energy policy is
an indispensable adjunct to the national policies.

In the short term, Mr Davignon, we believe that two
measures are called for. Firstly, we have to launch at
European level an imaginative energy-saving policy,
and, forgive me for saying so, Commissioner, in my
view we must on no account play down the seriousness
of the situation and we must also provide appropriate
motivation.

In each of our countries we have acted in isolation,
taking the easiest measures. The hardest tasks remain
to be faced, and we must face them together. If you
want to create a sense of responsibility amongst
Europe’s citizens, you must cut out the wastes that we
can now no longer afford. Make industrial managers
shoulder their responsibilities! Install in homes, facto-
ries and offices thermostats that will ensure that a
given maximum temperature is not exceeded.
Commissioner, it is high time to launch a large-scale
Community energy-saving policy with common objec-
tives and instruments. Ladies and gentlemen, this
large-scale European plan must be implemented, but I
do not have the time to spell out .. .

President. — You have been allocated five minutes
speaking time, but you have already spoken for five
minutes and forty-two seconds. I must ask you there-
fore to conclude.

Mr Galland. — (F) Mr President, my Group has not
used up its speaking time, for other speakers are to
follow and I have an arrangement with them.

The second measure we must take is rapidly to diver-
sify our consumption. For this we need a policy on
coal, to which Mr Miiller-Hermann referred. But
there is another problem, Commissioner, we need a

Community policy on energy and joint investment in
new technologies and energies, matters which the
Liberal and Democratic Group will go into in detail in
the major debate scheduled for January.

In conclusion, we must set an example in the months
ahead and in the major energy debates to be held in
this Parliament. They will provide us a unique oppor-
tunity to show our effectiveness, and the Commission
will bear a heavy responsibility when it comes to
sketch out future prospects for us in January. Insul a
sense of common purpose in our governments,
reawaken the citizens of Europe, find the resources,
techniques and instruments needed to overcome this
extraordinary upheaval that is threatening the very
foundations of our industrial society, that, Mr Presi-
dent, is the great challenge before us.

President. — I call Mrs Hammerich from the Group
for the Technical Coordination and Defence of Inde-
pendent Groups and Members.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) Mr President, there are
sometimes grounds for optimism in a situation. It has
pleased me much during this debate to note the
complete absence of requests to ensure supplies of oil
through military intervention. It was also pleasing to
hear Commissioner Davignon state that he regarded
himself not only as the guardian of the Treaty, but as
its servant. This is a very correct and humble attitude.

I would therefore ask M. Davignon to look at Point 3
in the document we have been discussing today. There
he will find a rather hasty example of energy policy in
Parliament’s decision on intervention in the energy
sector. Briefly, this states that in such cases, Parliament
will take upon itself a certain power, a certain author-
ity as a law-making body at the expense of the Council
and also the national assemblies. We cannot agree with
this, nor can our Government, nor, do I believe, can
the Commissioner, as there is an implicit extension of
competence here. I would greatly appreciate his
opinion on this point.

President. — I call Mrs Charzat.

Mrs Charzat. — (F) Mr President, the alarming
international situation and the absence of a Commu-
nity energy policy are posing a serious threat to. the
future of the Europe we are trying to build.

In the autumn of 1980, just as in the autumn of last
year, oil prices on the free markets increased dramati-
cally. In 1979 most of the Member States regarded the
overthrow of the Iranian monarchy as a fortuitous
event which would soon be over. In 1980 those same
Member States were forecasting that the Iraq-Iran
conflict would be short-lived.



92 Debates of the European Parliament

Charzat

The truth is that the constant underestimating of inter-
national tension since the Yom Kippur war of 1973 by
the European Economic Community is based on a
carefully calculated policy. It appeared convenient to
the governments in power to justify the economic
crisis and the rise in unemployment by the growing
cost of oil. The reluctance of the Member States to
implement a concerted energy policy has been
exploited by the governments.

And yet the oil problem has placed the Community’s
economic and political survival in jeopardy. In the first
place because the situation in the Middle East has
steadily destabilized since 1978. The West’s main
source of supply in hydrocarbons, the Middle East
region, has been shaken by the fall of the Iranian
monarchy, the upheaval in Mecca, the prolonged
detention of the American diplomats in Iran, the
aggravation of the Israeli-Arab problem and, now, the
Iraq-Iran war.

Even more than the price of oil, the conflict between
Iraq and Iran underlines the fact that the shipment of
crude is becoming a major supply problem for the
consuming countries. In view of the growing number
of trouble spots in the Middle East, the Community’s
continued strong dependence on oil in the decade
ahead underlines its extreme vulnerability.

Events in the Middle East hit Europe more than any
other area. It would be futile to regard as transient the
extreme instability of the Persian Gulf. The evil influ-
ence of the oil multinationals is holding back a struc-
tural effort which the countries of the Community
need to make in the energy sector in the decade ahead.
At the moment the price of oil on the free markets has
reached 40 dollars a barrel. In order to increase their
profits the multinationals are seeking to cash in on
their stocks. Such a policy will in turn lead the OPEC
countries to introduce sharp rises in the price of crude
in December. The multinationals are creating condi-
tions which are likely to lead to constant and grave
confrontations with the oil-producing countries. They
are following their own strategy, which is designed
neither to safeguard supplies nor to secure supplies at
a more reasonable cost. Their action is totally at odds
with all efforts to reach stable and balanced agree-
ments with the countries of the Third World. At the
end of 1979 the countries of the Community proved
incapable of counteracting the swingeing increases in
the price on the free markets. As if that were not
enough, a misguided decision by the United States led
the American multinationals to launch a veritable
economic war against the Community countries, caus-
ing a further upsurge in oil prices.

One year later the situation looks like repeating itself.
It shows that the measures for analysing the free
markets by the Commission, like the measures for
recording imports of crude into the Community, are
ineffectual in practice. These measures do nothing to
deter speculation on the oil market. A few months ago

the Socialist Group voted in favour of arrangements to
regulate transactions on the free market. It can only
take note of the Commission’s impotence, the impot-
ence of the governments and the lack of coordination
among them, which is once again resulting in a price
explosion and a scramble by the companies to replen-
ish their stocks. The present conflict between Iraq and
Iran highlights a major political fact of life, namely
that if the Community countries do not get together to
develop on a large scale sources of energy to replace
oil then they will be abdicating in favour of the multi-
nationals and the International Energy Agency. It is
true that Saudi Arabia and the Emirates are increasing
their production to compensate for the lost deliveries
from Iraq and Iran. However, the political develop-
ment of the situation in the Middle East is tending to
allow the United States and the big powers to call the
tune, through the International Energy Agency, when

. 1t comes to the allocation of the available oil supplies.

As a result, the Community no longer functions within
the framework of its own legally established institu-
tions. This explains the inertia of the Community
policy in regard to energy. This explains also the abdi-
cation of the Commission, and the Council, in the face
of efforts to implement policies aimed at developing
substitutes for oil. At the time of the Iran crisis, and
now since the beginning of the Irag-Iran war, the sole
reaction on the part of the Community institutions is
to slash the energy budget, cortrary to the recommen-
dations of the Committee on Energy of this Assembly.
The dilution of the Community’s own legal institu-
tions under the influence of a loose grouping operat-
ing under American protection leads to denial to
Community citizens of access to information on the
real energy situation, in particular as regards oil
supplies.

If, in the Community as a whole, oil consumption has
been 9 % below what it was in the corresponding
period of 1979 this is not because of measures to
reduce dependence on oil. The fall in the consumption
of oil is due to the economie crisis. With their toral
apathy both the Commission and the Council are
surrendering to the blind laws of the invisible hand, at
a time when the mechanisms governing the operation
of the oil market are functioning less and less satisfac-
torily. It is not by bureaucratic edicts, such as bans on
the use of cars on Sundays, that the Community will
be able to compensate for its enormous energy handi-
cap. As [ see it, there is no energy crisis but there is a
crisis and bankruptcy of the economic policies
adopted. Energy, especially with the development of
substitution energies, is certainly not scarce. Since the
first oil crisis of 1973 the Member States have simply
lacked the will to invest massively in energy alterna-
tives to oil. Nuclear power is seven years behind
schedule. The coal sector is not exploited sufficiently.
In France coal has been deliberately sacrificed. The
new technologies that would permit solar and geother-
mal energy to be harnessed are held back by the strate-
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gies of the big multinationals. Since energy investment
is still subjected to the criterion of short-term profita-
bility, the development of energy production has been
impeded and the Community has to this day failed as
regards energy redeployment. Apart from the
Commission’s and the Council’s responsibility in the
matter, the public authorities in the Member States
have not played the determining role with respect to
energy investment. And as far as the period 1980-1990
is concerned the time available for the vital redeploy-
ment is now very short.

In conclusion let me say that the Community’s inade-
quate effort in the energy sector, as regards coopera-
tion between the States, the information made availa-
ble to the citizen and public investment, are placing
the Community’s future in jeopardy. As long as the
Community continues to suffer from this crippling
handicap it can enjoy no credibility in international
politics. A Euro-Arab dialogue and North-South
cooperation will remain pipe-dreams until Europe
shows its determination to achieve independence in
the field of energy.

President. — I call Sir Peter Vanneck.

Sir Peter Vanneck. — I agree with the last speaker
that it is our independence that is at stake. We are
immensely vulnerable in this respect, given this threat
in the Gulf, and it is the bottleneck of the Strait of
Hormuz that worries me particularly.

As the defence hawk of our European Democratic
Group here, I am extremely concerned about the
vulnerability of Europe in respect of energy supplies
and, of course, in this case I am concerned with oil,
not nuclear energy, on which I speak in another
forum. I am immensely concerned about the vulnera-
bility of our supplies from the Persian Gulf. We feel,
and I am not trying to pre-empt Mr d’Ormesson’s
motion nor Mr Diligent’s report on that motion,
extreme concern about the security of our supplies of
oil right down the Indian Ocean round that important
Cape of Good Hope with its wonderful naval base at
Simonstown and the whole way up to the Tropic of
Cancer where NATO takes over.

But it could all be throttled at the Straits of Hormuz,
and it is in that respect that I am concerned over these
muddied delta waters of the Euphrates and the Tigris
in which the great powers are fishing. I am very
anxious that Russia should now be blocked — and
since we have the Madrid Conference on at the
moment it is, | hope, indeed being blocked — in what
it is attempting to do in Afghanistan and in Poland;
but it may now turn its attention to exacerbating the
conflict in Iran and Iraq, so that we may lose some of
the oil that we should have from the Persian Gulf
through the Straits of Hormuz.

That is why, in the very short time that is left to me, I
would like to make a suggestion, Mr President, that
the Commission might turn its mind to, namely that
the Commission, and the Council of Ministers, might
give thought to an initiative, and perhaps even provide
financing, for some sort of pipeline scheme that would
link the Persian Gulf with the Mediterranean. And our
friends, and they are undoubtedly our friends in places
like Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, would not feel them-
selves hamstrung by the potential of hopelessness in
the Gulf region and we could see oil supplies coming
across overland and not risk this hernia in Hormuz.

President. — I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) It is
clear that Parliament is not entirely satisfied with the
explanations I gave, and I understand its reactions. But
I believe that in this connection we must be extremely
clear and precise.

In the first place we have had a debate on the problem
of energy as a whole, and Mrs Charzat surveyed the
whole picture and put forward serious criticisms with
regard to everything that should have been done and
has not been done. For my part, [ tried to keep within
the context of the oral question as redefined by the
Bureau, and this concerns the immediate problem.
Whilst the situation is already difficult if one has to
reply to precise questions, it becomes even more diffi-
cult when one is reproached for not replying to ques-
tions that were never put . . .

Secondly, what is the ambiguity of the situation? It is
that the Commission would not think it responsible at
the present stage merely to describe the difficulties
without at the same time stating what the solution
should be, for otherwise we might produce what we
do not want to produce. I wanted to get that across to
Parliament. We have decided, and this has been a
point I dwelt on throughout my statement, that the
Commission and Council must make sure of being in a
position to prevent matters from getting worse.

Until now things have not got worse. So far the
dangerous factor on the free market has been not the
price but the quantities. Why do prices rise so quickly
on the free marker? It is because it is such a restricted
market, the quantities available are so small that even a
tiny variation in quantities results in a very large varia-
tion in price. In this instance it is not the price which
gives cause for concern but the question whether this
price will lead to a change in the price of the bulk of
supplles It is there that the difficulty might arise and it
1s prec1sely this dlfflculty that we want to avoid. And
so the important thing in the immediate term is how
precisely the governments are to arrange with the
Community and the other states to compensate in real
terms for the shortfall of two million barrels of oil per
day, which is the problem facing the international
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community. The quantity is not in fact a large one,
and it is absurd to think that we shall not find a way of
overcoming the difficulty. Once we have taken steps to
compensate this shortfall of two million barrels per
day it is of course true that we shall not have solved
the energy problem, and there I am obviously in full
agreement with Mr Herman, Mr Galland and the
others who made that point.

The first thing, then, is to prevent the worst-from
happening, that is to say an upsurge of prices and a
repetition of the developments during the Iranian

crisis, but we must then go on to tackle our energy

problem. That is why I said that it seemed important
1o us to hold a debate on the issue in January, and that
is why I announced that at the beginning of next week
we should be submitting a review drawn up by the
Commission setting out the main areas where action
was needed.

The answer I give you today is therefore this: The
Commission’s priority is to ensure that on 27 Novem-
ber the Council takes the measures necessary to prev-
ent this shortfall of two million barrels per day leading
to additional strains on the market. That is the imme-
diate objective. And that is what we shall do. When we
get together again in December we shall be able to see
to what extent our efforts have been successful. Our
immediate objective is to deal with the most pressing
problem; it is not to wonder what will happen if the
Straits of Hormuz are blocked or the oil pipelines are
blown up. If some cataclysm overtakes us, that will be
different. But let us not confuse the issue by indulging
in conjecture. Let us instead see how we can cope with
this deficit of two million barrels and let us establish a
genuine overall Community energy policy. That was
the point I was trying to make, nothing more, nothing
less. That is the priority we have set ourselves, to
ensure that we can control our own destiny.

And now I should like to say something to you, Mrs
Charzat. What we have had here is an allegation —
which I utterly reject — that the Commission does not
have the will to work for Europe’s independence. If
that allegation were true then everything we are doing
would have no meaning. It would be ridiculous. We
have immediate measures to take. Let us try to take
them, and to do so well, and let us then return to the
problem as a whole after preparing the ground
thoroughly and establishing what we want to talk
about. When the time comes, the Commission will give
you precise and specific replies, as it has done in
connection with the report by Mrs von Alemann.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

I have received two motions for resolutions with
request for an early vote, pursuant to Rule 47 (5) of
the Rules of Procedure, to wind up the debate on the

oral question on Community oil supplies from the
Middle East (Doc. 1-592/80):

— by Mr Muller-Hermann, on behalf of the Group of
the European People’s Party (CD Group), and Mr
Seligman, on behalf of the European Democratic
Group (Doc. 1-598/80)

— by Mr Linkohr, on behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr
Miiller-Hermann, on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party (CD Group), Mr Ippolito
and Mr Veronesi (Doc 1-599/80).

The vote on these requests for an early vote will be
taken at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

12. Multiannual Community programme in
biomolecular engineering

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-521/80) by Mr Schmid, on behalf of the Committee
on Energy and Research, on

the proposal from the Commission of the European’
Communities to the Council (Doc. 1-750/79) for a
multiannual Community programme of research and
development in biomolecular engineering (indirect
action 1981-1985).

I call Mr Schmid.

Mr Schmid, rapporteur — (D) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, on 10 January of this year the Swiss
molecular biologist Charles Weissmann announced to
the world’s press in Boston that his team of research
workers had succeeded in culturing bacteria which
produce Interferon. Interferon is considered to be the
cancer cure of the future and as the super-weapon
against virus diseases. At present it is the most expen-
sive substance in the world. One gram of Interferon is
ten million times more expensive than one gram of
gold. The shares of the company which has Mr Weiss-
mann under contract rose by 25 % the next day. What
conclusions should be drawn from this? Genetic engi-
neering, the controlled change of bacteria, other
micro-organisms and also plants, undoubtedly has an
economic future. There is also a future in the use —
this is covered by the second part of the research
programme submitted by the Commission — of
enzymes in chemical synthesis. Even if only one-tenth
of the projects now being discussed are implemented,
biotechnology will assume enormous economic
importance over the next few years. This discussion
centres, for example, on the production of hormones,
vaccines and antibiotics, the substitution of energy-
intensive nitrogen fertilizers, the cultivation of
improved plants and cheaper chemical synthesis using
less energy. The importance of such projects is
obvious. On the other hand, there has for many years
been a heated discussion, triggered off by the scientis-
ists themselves, on the possible risks of genetic mani-
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pulation, that is of changing the genotype of micro-or-
ganisms and plants. This debate was not sparked off by
some accident or other at the time. Fortunately
nothing has happened so far. The research workers
have been cautious, because in this case they have
taken account of the possible risks from the outset. For
example, a scientist working for General Electric in
the United States of Amerika, who implanted genes
into coli bacteria 1o enable these bacteria to decom-
pose cellulose, eventually destroyed his organisms
because if the bacteria escaped from his laboratory,
they could cause epidemics of diarrhoea.

The risk involved in the use of certain technologies,
for example nuclear energy, which we have discussed
today at some length, is established by assessing the
probability of damage occurring. The cases themselves
are known. The possible consequences are also
known. What has to be assessed is the likelihood of
something happening. In genetic engineering,
however, the scientist refers to hypothetical risks,
because, no information is at present available on inci-
dents which have had harmful effects. For this reason
possible incidents taking the form of scenarios are
taken as the basis. Most of these scenarios concern
new artificial pathogens of the disturbance of the bio-
logical balance, which is already in danger.

We now come to the most important point, and I
would ask you to listen very carefully. Compared with
a technical facility, the danger possbily emanating
from artifical organisms is not limited to a given
geographical area. It has been possible to remove the
contaminated soil around Seveso. Even if the reactor
at Three Mile Island had exploded, the effects would
have been horrific, but they would nevertheless have
affected a limited area. But dangerous micro-organisms
released into the environment multiply spontaneously
and spread spontaneously. They can never again be
fetched back into the laboratory where they were
created. For this reason above all others particular
caution is required. And that is why we need suprana-
tional regulations, because microbes do not have pass-
ports to show when they cross frontiers, even if some
people apprently still believe this as they proclaim their
national sovereignty.

So we need supranational safety regulations. All the
more so as the safety problems to which the transition
from the research laboratory to industrial production
have not yet been solved by any means. The discus-
sions on this have not yet been concluded, but are stll
in their initial stages.

In view of these factors, which no one can deny, the
Committee on Energy and Research generally
approves the Commission’s proposal for a programme
of research and development in biomoleclar engineer-
ing, but calls for certain amendments to be made. The
Commission has assured the committee that it intends
to incorporate most of these amendments. I take the

precaution of bringing this to the attention of the
Commissioner present — 1f he is prepared to listen.

I would draw the Commissioner’s attention to the fact
that if the Commission does not accept our ideas, we
shall have 1o make extensive use of our budgetary
rights. 1 can say this on behalf of all the groups,
because the committee adopted the report virtually
unanimously. Amendments have been tabled to this
report by the members of the Committee on Budgets
to give some of our proposals more definite shape. We
want to see them incorporated into the Council reso-
lution. 1 should, however, make it quite clear that that
does not mean that we are forgetting the rest of our
proposals. We expect the Commission to adopt all of
them.

The most important demands we make are as follows:

Firstly, the programme must be tightened up. It must
concentrate on a small number of objectives. We shall
not allow the Commission to take what is in effect
political action in setting the targets itself by indicating
as wide a range of objectives as possible. This Parlia-
ment owes it to itself to set these political targets.

Secondly, we call for a precise definition of the
requirements of a social and economic nature in the
next two years. The almost ritual reference to the
competition in the United States and Japan is no
substitute for a genuine European industrial policy
with accurately defined objectives and methods. To
give an example, the Commission refers in its proposal
to the enormous number of Japanese patents in a
certain sector. I have checked this. Some of these
patents concern the production of ingredients of soya
sauce. | happen to be very fond of Asian food, ladies
and gentlemen, but I fail to see how these patents can
be so important in relation to the world market.

Thirdly, we call for more effective progress reporting
and for the involvement in such reporting of highly
qualified scientists who are not themselves participat-
ing in this programme and benefiting financially from
it. We find the present method inadequate.

Fourthly, the observance of the national safety regula-
tions we have in our Member States is at present
ensured for the most part not by law but by making
the financing of research work dependent on compli-
ance with directives. Allocations from the Community
must not therefore be allowed to undermine these
national directives.

Fifthly, we set particular store by further research into
safety questions and particularly into the problems
connected with industrial application. We expect this
to be included in the programme as a new item. We
also expect this because the scientists themselves do
not show any great enthusiasm to bother with such
matters, on the principle that they cannot make a
career out of such things.
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The committee also proposes that the advisory
committee for this research programme should be
composed differently. In the past the national govern-
ments have delegated three representatives each to
these advisory programme committees. We should like
to see one-third appointed by the governments and
two-thirds by the Commission. Why? Firstly, because
otherwise there is at least a risk — I will choose my
words carfully — of these advisory programme
committees acting as mini-Councils, which cannot be
the purpose of the exercise.

Secondly, because experience shows, as things now
stand, that it is not highly qualified scientists who are
not appointed to these advisory committees, but
usually officials from the national research bureaucra-
cies, who may be qualified for the tasks they have to
perform — I will not dispute that — but who are not
absolutely up to date, and no one would expect them
to be, with scientific research and development in a
very advanced area.

On these points the committee was unanimous. The
only controversy occurred when we had to decide
whether two or three A posts were needed. The
majority were in favour of three.

To conclude, I should like to say something about the
immediate objectives of the programme. By this I
mean genetic engineering on human beings. This is
not, I must make this quite clear, the subject of the
programme. But it is not a Utopian idea. The first
experiments in this field have already been carried out
in Member States of the Community as well as other
countries. The search does not always follow a straight
line. Many important discoveries are the by-products
of research into other fields. This was, for example,
the case with the discovery of nuclear fission. Otto
Hahn was not trying to invent the atom bomb, but
what he found formed the basis for it. Research is not
therefore a pure art in the long run. Every event in the
history of science and technology shows that it is
simply wrong to imagine that a division can be made
into pure basic research and a subsequent application
for a given purpose, at which time the discussion on
values can begin. We must not therefore ignore the
future application of technologies now being devel-
oped. We are today spending money on experiments
on microorganisms and plants. I feel we must soon
begin the discussion on the consequences of and limits
to genetic engineering on mankind if we do not want
to be overtaken and trampled underfoot by develop-
ments and so-called constraints tomorrow.

On the committee’s behalf I ask you to approve this
motion for a resolution. On my own behalf I call on
members of all groups to be prepared for discussions
on this subject in the next few months, because I

believe it would stand us in good stead if we, as a
European Parliament, were to discuss this matter in

depth.

(Applanse)

President — I call Mr Gautier to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Gautier — (D) Mr President, it is certainly not
easy to discuss this relatively complicated subject in so
short a ume, and I will therefore try to be brief. But I
cannot promise that I will succeed.

To begin, I should like to congratulate Gerhard
Schmid, a member of my Group and also a professional
colleague, on discussing so complicated a subject in his
introductory statement in relatively simple terms, thus
enabling most members of this Parliament to under-
stand what is at stake. He has shown that we chemists
are also capable of thinking politically and of support-
ing draft scientific programmes in this field.

When the Commission submitted its draft programme
early this year, I found, as a biotechnologist, my heart
beating much faster because my scientific colleagues
and I saw it as a new source of finance. The Commis-
sion’s draft programme in fact covers practically every-
thing that can be and is being done at present. This
means that we scientists can apply to the Commission
for funds to finance our current projects. But politi-
cally this means that the Commission is not gpening
up any new fields of stimulating new programmes,
which a European programme should be expected to
do. We Socialists therefore welcome the fact that the
Commission has drawn up a programme on biomole-
cular engineering. But we should like to see it far more
concise and directed at fundamental areas of Euro-
pean policy, as Gerhard Schmid has said.

I should now like to make a few comments on the
programme as such and on the amendments I have

tabled.

I have tabled an amendment calling for the deletion of
paragraph 2, which concerns genetic engineering on
human beings, because this field does not belong in
the programme. But the problem is extremely impor-
tant, because we know that a very great deal is now
being done 1n this field, as Mr Schmid has already said
to some extent. However, there are also genetic
screening methods, which are now being developed,
and methods for the diagnosis and pre-natal recogni-
tion of certain diseases.

This raises a number of moral problems, which we
shall have to discuss and on which my group will also
be taking appropriate action. But this has nothing to
do with this programme on biomolecular engineering.
On paragraph 3 of Mr Schmid’s motion for a resolu-
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tion — and this goes back to the Commission’s
explanatory memorandum where it states that the
biotechnology programme will improve Europe’s posi-
tion in the world market in future and will encourage
an approximation of scientific development in the
Member States — I should like to say the following:

I consider this to be rather ironic, because, for one
thing, one of the fundamental difficulties I see is that
there is no European energy policy and, for another,
the 5 m EUA a year the Commission intends to spend
for five years will not, with the best will in the world,
encourage any convergence within the European
Community. I would point out that the Federal
Republic alone spends ten times as much on biotech-
nology every year as the Community intends to spend
on research in ten countries. At best the Commission’s
programme represents a modest impulse for the
encouragement of science and technology at European
level. But the document should have said so, rather
than talking about economic convergence or the
improvement of Europe’s position in the world
market.

If the Commission wants to do something in this area,
it might perhaps help biotechnology by suspending
certain import levies, on maize for example, because
they artificially increase the cost of many raw materi-
als used in biotechnology, which is not necessary.

I should now like to say a few words on project selec-
tion. A layman looking at this Commission programme
and seeing all the items under Projects 1, 3 and 5, will
find his head spinning. I myself have been working in
this field for seven years now, and all I can say to the
Commission is that, if it carries out only one of these
programmes and achieves really concentrated action,
that alone will consume the money available. We really
cannot accept this hodge podge of draft programmes
and proposals and the Commission should concentrate
the money available on just a few. I have therefore
tabled a number of amendments seeking deletions
from the Schmid report and suggested that certain
areas should be omitted and the whole thing concen-
trated more specifically on those areas in which the
beginnings of a European policy exist. These include
the development of agriculture, to which Mr Schmid
has also referred, for example fertilizers and the use of
cellulose and other wastes for protein production.
Although we consider certain subjects important,
either the chemical industry itself can raise the neces-
sary finance, or else the question of implementation is
not of topical importance, an example being solar
energy. In some cases, there is not even a reference,
politically or scientifically, to these matters.

Mr President, to conclude, I should like to say a few
words about safety, because 1 have tabled an amend-
ment on this in which the committee calls on the
Commission to be guided by the most stringent direc-
tives where, the national safety regulations diverge too
far. I have called for this reference to be deleted, not

because my Group does not want to see the strictest
possible safety directives to protect workers and the
public against possible dangers. No one wants to pre-
dict the dangers when little is known about the poten-
tial risks from the scientific premises and findings.
Nevertheless, opinions differ very considerably within
the scientific community. There have been cases, for
example, where people — in the USA, for instance —
have lost their jobs because they conducted experi-
ments which were banned in the USA but which are
allowed in laboratories in Germany. People have
therefore found themselves in an intolerable competi-
tive situation, because they have had to work under
difficult conditions. We therefore consider it reasona-
ble to harmonize the directives, but it will be difficult
to enable the Member States to raise the safety
requirements to a high enough level for the whole
programme to be coordinated. If, for example,
Denmark says it does not want to participate in bio-
molecular engineering at European level, it can make
its safety requirements so strict that nothing can be
done in that country.

Mr President, I come to the end of my statement. I
regret that I am not able to comment on the Commis-
sion’s spending, as I would like to have done. I wanted
to make a comparison with the costs incurred by
German scientists and so put things into perspective.
But there is unfortunately no time for this.

President — [ am sorry that I must urge you to be
brief, but I should like to get this item at least over and
done with today. I trust therefore that I may count on
your understanding.

[ call Mr Fuchs to speak on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party (Christian-Denfocratic
Group).

Mr Fuchs — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
with extreme brevity, which is undoubtedly inappro-
priate in view of the importance of the subject, I
should like to say the following: we have just heard
two experts familiarizing the House with the subject,
as I see it, from a political point of view. I thank them
for this. But I should like to call on the Commission to
concentrate more on the political aspect when submit-
ting proposals of this kind in the future. It has been
fairly successful in concealing this aspect in its present
proposal. There should be a change of approach in the
future.

Secondly, reference has already been made, I believe,
to the importance of the programme, and to Mr
Gautier I would say that we should not underestimate
modest contributions. We have the same situation with
other research programmes, but if we do not make a
start, we shall not make any progress. On behalf of my
Group I should like to place particular emphasis on the
importance of the programme for agricultural devel-
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opment. The American professor Wittwer recently
said that the technical revolution in agricultural pro-
duction is now about to be followed by the biological
revolution, which will be more significant than the
technical revolution. This alone, I feel, shows how
important this programme is.

But there is also cause for concern, about the safety
question, for example. When we read in Mr Schmid’s
explanatory statement that safety is at present eco-
nomically impossible where industrial applications are
concerned, we can but prick up our ears. We therefore
support the demand for particular importance to be
attached to the safety question. We hope that the
Commission will provide Parliament with accurate
information on this aspect. I feel this is something we
can expect of the Commission.

Secondly, there is concern about genetic engineering
on human beings. This is surely a tightrope situation.
You can fall off a tightrope. We therefore need fixed,
clear ethical guidelines from the outset. In my view,
the debate must begin now and such scientific deve-
lopment must stop when human dignity is endangered.
I would remind you of the words of Pope John Paul 1I
at the UNESCO meeting in Paris in June of this year.
We should not say that this concerns only industrial
products and plants. Frequently the dividing line is
crossed unintentionally with terrible consequences.
We should be discussing this question now, and this is
an important task for the European Parliament in
particular. In the light of the amendments adopted by
the committee and of Parliament’s budgetary rights,
we approve this motion for a resolution.

President — I call Mr Beazley to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Beazley. — I wish to put my full weight behind
Mr Schmid’s excellent report. Biomolecular engineer-
ing is a revolutionary breakthrough in technology as
great as, if not greater than, the conquest of space.
The benefits it will bring to the human race are almost
certainly more immediate. The Americans and the
Japanese are well ahead of the Europeans in develop-
ing this technology, and we have a long way to go to
catch up. We support the rapporteur in calling on the
Commission to tighten up the programme and particu-
larly to ensure that clear goals are defined. We natur-
ally endorse the report’s demand for the observance of
the strictest rules for safety in this new and, in many
aspects, as yet unexplored field. Finally, we approve
the idea that while certain forms of direct and coordi-
nated action are discussed, the indirect action
proposed by the Commission is regarded as the best
way to carry out this research programme. My
colleague, Mr De Ferranti, wished to make the point
that he would like to see full recognition by the
Community of the importance of this new technology

and that he would like to see a common market estab-
lished in this new technology.

President. — I call Mr Colla.

Mr Colla. — (NL) Mr President, I should like very
briefly to explain the few amendments I have tabled,
which do not concern the content but the procedure
and the setting up of the advisory committee. My
amendments therefore refer to the text of the decision
and the annex submitted by the Commission. The first
amendment proposes a different text for Article 4, the
intention being that Parliament should be informed
after three years of developments that have taken place
and that it should be able to deliver an opinion before
any revisions are made, thus preventing a situation in
which Parliament is formally notified after the changes
have been decided. The second amendment seeks to
replace the present text of the first paragraph of Annex
B with a clearer version that stresses the consultative
nature of the advisory committee. My third amend-
ment seeks to ensure that there is at least equal repre-
sentation on the advisory committee. I note the
rapporteur’s proposal that two-thirds of the members
should be appointed by the Commission. My amend-
ment is therefore no more than an alternative should
his proposal be rejected. My fourth amendment calls
for the chairman of the advisory committee to be
appointed by the Commission. There is nothing
unusual about this, because it is a Commission
committee. And so I come to the last amendment, and
[ would ask you to consider this carefully. The rappor-
teur’s resolution does not take account of Mr Ryan’s
amendment, which was approved by the Committee
on Budgets and which seeks to replace Article 2 with a
text consisting of two parts, a clause providing for the
repayment of the assistance granted where results are
achieved and products are marketed, and a rule that
the maximum contribution from the Commission
should be estimated at 50 %. I should like to make an
addition to this amendment to the effect that, if this
percentage is exceeded for some reason or other, a
specific decision must be taken by the Commission and
the budgetary authority notified beforehand. These
amendments concern only the practical application of
the general principles which Parliament approved at
the time of its debate on the Battersby report on the
giving of a discharge in respect of the 1978 accounts.

President. — I call Mr Burke.

Mr Burke, Member of the Commission. — Mr Presi-
dent, I should like to begin by thanking Mr Schmid
and the Committee on Energy and Research for the
very comprehensive and indeed searching report on
the Commission’s proposal. The report recognizes the
importance of Community research and development
in the growth of European bio-industries and of Euro-
pean agriculture. If Europe lags behind Japan and the
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United States in the exploitation of modern biotech-
nologies, it is because the present research basis is
insufficient and fragmented. It needs a push, it needs
organization, because at the moment research efforts
in the Member States are still too modest. Scientists
are 1solated in their own disciplines; information does
not- circulate properly between fundamental and
applied research; and there is no tight linkage between
the private sector and university laboratories.

This brings me to the object of our proposed
programme in biomolecular engineering, which is
precisely to stimulate multdisciplinary mission-
oriented research, which lies half-way between the
fundamental and the applied fields. The Commission,
after extensive consultations with scientists and with
industrialists, has identified some of the major bottle-
necks which prevent innovation and large-scale appli-
cation of modern biology to agriculture, pharmacy,
medicine, food industries and chemical industries. I
would insist on this point, if [ may, in order to answer
Mr Gautier’s charge of excessive modesty. The
research needed for the removal of these bottlenecks is
difficult, complex, slow and not necessarily spectacu-
lar. It is through the type of research which the
Commussion advocates that the Community will be
able, in the long term, to produce new types of plants
combining the properties of different species and to
exploit the unique properties of enzymes for making
new compounds of high industrial value. This is the
type of research we need in order to avoid, in relation
to biotechnology, the kind of situation we have
encountered in the motor industry or in micro-proces-
sors.

There are no basic contradictions between the motion
for a resolution before the House and the policies
which the Commission intends to follow in the area of
research and development in biomolecular engineer-
ing. I should like, however, to comment on three of
the points raised in the motion.

In paragraph 5 it is recommended that the aims of the
programme be clearly defined and that the contractual
research work be executed with concrete and useful
applications in mind. Now while the Commission
obviously agrees with this recommendation, I must
repeat that our proposal does not deal directly with
industrial and agricultural applications. It deals with
the removal of the bottlenecks which prevent these
applications. While the Commission will, of course,
always support research which is of a kind in the
medium or long term to contribute to the objectives
listed in the report, it cannot for the time being modify
the very specific research goals which we have identi-
fied as prerequisites to new developments in biotech-
nology.

Paragraph 6 of the motion deals with the composition
of the advisory committee for programme manage-
ment. [t recommends that only one-third of the
members of the advisory committee be appointed by

the governments of the Member States, with
two-thirds being appointed by the Commission. The
Commission, on the other hand, proposes in this case
to follow the stipulations set out by the Council reso-
lution of 18 July 1977, which apply to all Community
research programmes. This resolution provides that
each national delegation shall consist of not more than
three officials appointed by the Member States. The
delegation of the Commission shall also consist of
three officials appointed by the Commission. As long
as the role of the advisory committee remains really
consultative, the stipulations of the Council resolution
are, in my opinion, adequate and satisfactory. Before
implementing the various parts of the programme, the
Commission needs to know the opinions of the
Member States taking part in the programme and
should therefore consult experts appointed by each
Member State. This does not at all prevent the
Commission from seeking additional advice and from
inviting as many outside experts as are needed to
attend, as observers, the meeting of the advisory
committee.

Now I fully agree with Mr Schmid when he stresses in
paragraph 7 of the motion the necessity that the advi-
sory committee include highly-qualified scientists.
This is, indeed, the central condition for the efficiency
and usefulness of an advisory committee, and I am
pleased to see it underlined.

Paragraph 9 (3) deals with the repayment of research
costs. I quite appreciate the proposal made on this
point. I would, however, point out that the Commis-
sion proposes to support medium and long-term

‘research. It would be extremely difficult for the

Commission to obtain payment of research costs some
ten or fifteen years after the end of the research
contract. The problem would be further complicated
by the fact that other ipstitutions besides the Commis-
sion would probably have participated in financing the
research.

Mr President, in deference to the wishes of the House,
although I am willing to do so, I shall not deal specifi-
cally with the amendments, which I think I have
covered in my main reply. [ stress that [ am quite will-
ing to do so if the conditions were otherwise.

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

13. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received from Mr Alber and
others a motion for a resolution on Uganda (Doc. 1-
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593/80) with request for urgent debate pursuant to
Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure.

The justfication for this request for urgent debate is
contained in the document itself.

I shall consult Parliament on this request for urgent
procedure at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

We shall now suspend our proceedings.

14. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will be held tomorrow
Wednesday, 19 November 1980 at 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.
with the following agenda:

— Decision on requests for an early vote

— Decision on the urgency of several motions for resolu-
tions

— Joint debate on

e the statement on political cooperation by the Pres-
ident-in-Office of the Foreign Ministers meeting
in political cooperation

o the oral question on the situation in Turkey

— Moreau report on the annual report on the economic
situation in the Community

— Motion for a resolution by Mr Glinne and others on
the seat of the European Parliament

— 5.30 p.m. : Question Time (questions to the Council
and to the Foreign Ministers)

I call Mr Provan to speak on a point of order.
Mr Provan. — Mr President, I should like to make a

point of order regarding the Kirk report on catch
quotas for fish. The report has not yet been issued and

yet amendments have to be in by 8 o’clock tonight. 1
hope that you will give us some latitude, perhaps until
1 o’clock tomorrow, and that we can have a ruling on
that tonight so that there is no misunderstanding about
it.

President. — You are obviously not aware that
during this afternoon’s sitting I already announced
that the deadline had been extended, because the
Committee had adopted the report only today. The
deadline has, in fact, been extended until 1 p.m tomor-
row.

I call Mr Prout to speak on a point of order.

Mr Prout. — Mr President, 1 only want to ask you
whether you can assure us that the Ferri report will be
taken at a very early stage on Thursday. I gather it
might be taken immediately after the budget and I
would be grateful if you would confirm that from the
chair.

President. — [ can give no guarantees, but I shall try
to put it to the Bureau and to see that what you ask is
done.

Mr Prout. — Mr President, my concern was that
there may be matters which are not concluded during
the course of tomorrow’s debate. If they are not, I
would like to be assured that they are dealt with after
the Ferri debate on Thursday.

President. — As things stand at present, I presume,
though I cannot promise this, because you never know
what is going to happen in a parliament, that it will be
taken on Thursday, probably after the discussions on
the budget.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 7.30 p.m.)
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IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL
President
(The sitting was opened at 9 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

I call Mr Chambeiron on a point of order.

Mr Chambeiron. — (F) Madam President, I have
requested leave to speak on the Rules of Procedure in
connection with something which 1 feel is of the
utmost concern.

You are aware that Rule 25 of our Rules of Procedure
states that ‘Any Member may table a motion for a
resolution on a matter falling within the sphere of
activities of the Communities’. Conversely, this means
that any motion which is not covered by this must be
by nature inadmissible.

I found among the documents which were distributed
yesterday a motion for a resolution concerning the
freeing of a war criminal who was justly sentenced for
his crimes by an international court set up by the four
powers which helped to smash the Nazi régime and
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which were among the founder members of the United
Nations Organization. Two of these powers are in fact
Member States of the Community while the other two
are not. I think in the circumstances that there must be
grave doubts about the admissibility of this motion for
a resolution.

Be that as it may, Madam President, I beg leave to
submit that the issue of admissibility is not of primary
importance. The shocking thing about this motion is
the disgraceful tenor of the text. I may be expressing
my indignation, but I am having a hard job suppress-
ing my anger, believe you me! Durmg our last part-
session we paid tribute to the victims of the murderous
attack which took the lives of several French people in
Paris, and many Members joined in this tribute. Now,
a month later — no doubt in memory of that event —
there are Members who have the gall to suggest
freeing an individual who symbolizes all the horrors
perpetrated by the Nazi régime and someone who was
sentenced both on moral grounds and by international
law. I feel I really must protest against this motion for
a resolution, Madam President. If you ask me, the
very idea of agreeing to discuss it in this Assembly is
tantamount to laying the House open to suspicion and
to running the risk of discrediting it in a fashion which
it will not be easy to redeem. I would add that the goal
of the European Community is the democratic ideal.
But we cannot defend democracy by being indulgent
towards those who crushed and destroyed it.
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I feel bound to say — and I shall finish on this point
— that the UN General Assembly settled this matter
conclusively when it declared that the punishment of
those guilty of war crimes and crimes against human-
ity was an important element in safeguarding the
values we hold dear and an important element in pre-
venting the recurrence of such crimes in order to
protect man’s fundamental freedoms and to promote
peace and security in the world. I cannot forget the
millions of victims of the Nazi régime, those who
survived the concentration camps and prisons, and all
those who struggled to restore democracy. On behalf
of them all and for the good name of this Assembly,
Madam President, I ask you to rule against debating
this motion for a resolution.

(Applause from the left)

President. — Mr Chambeiron, as far as the Rules of
Procedure are concerned, may I remind you that sole
responsibility for deciding whether or not to draw up a
report lies with the committee to which a motion for a
resolution is referred. There is no authority in this
Chamber which allows the Secretary-General, the
President or the Bureau not to forward to the commit-
tee a motion which has been properly tabled.

1. Approval of minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester-
day’s sitting have been distributed. ,

Since there are no comments, the minutes of procee-
dings are approved.

2. Documents received

President. — I have received a number of documents,.
details of which will be found in the minutes of
proceedings of today’s sitting.

3. Decision on requests for an early vote and urgent
procedure

President. — The first item is the decision on a
number of requests for an early vote.

We shall consider first three motions for resolutions
(Docs. 1-587/80, 1-588/80 and 1-595/80): Situation in
the iron and steel industry.

Since the three motions are on the same subject, I
propose that Parliament take a single vote.

(Parliament rejected the request for an early vote)

The motions for resolutions are therefore referred to
the appropriate committee.

President. — We shall now consider two motions for
resolutions (Docs. 1-598/80 and 1-599/80): Supply of oil
from the Middle East.

Again I propose that Parliament take a single vote.
(Parliament adopted the request for an early vote)

The two motions for resolutions will be put to the vote
at the next voting time.

President. — We now have to consider several
requests for urgent debate.

We shall begin with the motion for a resolution (Doc.
1-571/80/ev.) by Mrs Seibel-Emmerling and others:
Aids for the private storage of veal containing hormones.

I call Mrs Seibel-Emmerling.

Mrs  Seibel-Emmerling. — (D) Madam President,
ladies and gentlemen, permit me to outline the reasons
supporting our request for urgency. To clarify matters
and avoid misunderstanding, can I first of all explain
what this motion is not> We are not trying to antici-
pate the extremely important basic debate on the use
of hormones and antibiotics and so on in animal
husbandry. Parliamentary committees will be tackling
this subject in the coming weeks, and it will be a major
topic at our next part-session. The Socialist Group —
in common, it is hoped, with most people in the House
— is very definitely against interfering with the work
of the committees by tabling requests for urgency. I
want to make this quite clear, so that we do not go on
talking at cross purposes.

The reason behind our request to have this matter
dealt with during the current part-session is that it is
an extremely topical problem. On 6 November the
Commission issued a regulation providing for the
granting of aids for the private cold storage of veal.
But when we get round to the debate on the main
topic, this initiative will have been completed. What is
so unusual about it? First of all, this regulation came
about by virtue of a legal infringement. Secondly, with
this regulation the Commission circumvented the will
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of the European consumer, which had expressed itself
in the form of a boycott.

Many European consumers are complaining about an
unhappy state of affairs, and this is going to be the
motivation for our December debate. They have
opted for a boycott. This is the only way the will of
the consumers can be demonstrated — and it is a legi-
timate tactic. The boycott can be equated with strikes
in other areas. The result of the boycott was a market
situation which cannot be compared with normal
market fluctuations. The Commission reacted to the
boycott with market support measures. This is like
reacting to a strike by means of a lockout. But some-
thing else was done which I consider to be an infringe-
ment of the law. Reference was made to Article 23 of
the regulation on the common organization of the
market in beef and veal. This article states that account
should be taken of the restrictions on free circulation
which may result from the application of health
protection measures.

I am sorry, ladies and gentlemen, but I am afraid that
we cannot go along with this. There is nothing infec-
tious about the controlled use of these substances
which have come under criticism.

Since you are indicating that my speaking time is up,
Madam President, let me say simply that I appeal for
the House’s support on the question of urgency.

\

President. — I call Mr Bangemann to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Bangemann. — (D) Madam President, the
reasons put forward by Mrs Seibel-Emmerling clearly
show that there is no case for urgency here.

(Laughter)

We know for a fact that the Commission is going to
give particulars to the two committees — the Commit-
tee on Budgetary Control and the Committee on Agri-
culture — that the two committees are already consi-
dering the matter and that a debate on this topic is
scheduled for December.

As for the claim that the Socialist Group has never
tabled a request for urgency like this when a commit-
tee has been dealing with the matter, that is sheer
hypocrisy. If I look down the list, for example, I can
see Mrs Roudy’s request for urgency on the abolition
of the death penalty. As everyone knows, the Legal
Affairs Commuttee and the Political Affairs Committee
are considering this matter.

(Interruption)
You are constantly bringing up matters which really

have to be looked at properly. Consequently, we are
against urgency on this matter.

President. — 1 call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD
Group).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, I should like
to echo Mr Bangemann’s words in speaking out
against the urgency of this matter. There are one or
two things I should like to add, however.

There is a gentlemen’s agreement among the group.
Every group chairman knows that in his group there
are plenty of Members who are ready to table request
after request for urgency in order to catch the public
eye. We really have to ask ourselves whether our
gentlemen’s agreement can last any longer, if one of
the groups is going to carry on serving us up with
these publicity-conscious motions in the guise of
requests for urgency. We said this on Monday
amongst ourselves. Since Mr Glinne has not managed
to reach an agreement with his group, however, I have
to come out and say it again. Things really cannot go
on like this.

Mrs Seibel-Emmerling quite took me aback when she
said that the committees should not have to deal with
such urgent matters. Are we trying to put a stop to the
work of the House? This is the crux of the matter. We
know that the matter will be carefully gone into by the
committees, that the Commission 1s giving the two
committees all the documents and that we shall be in a
position to reach a final decision as early as December.
We see no reason for urgency today.

(Applanse)

President. — I call Mrs Weber.

Mrs Weber. — (D) Mr Bangemann and Mr Klepsch,
I wish you would listen a bit more carefully when a
request for urgency is tabled. This request concerns
the current subsidies in this sector as well as the use of
hormones. The committee will look into and discuss
the use of hormones. The aim here is to provide effec-
tive protection for the consumer and to support the
justified action he has taken. This has nothing to do
with pandering to the public, however much you go
on about it. It is funny that whenever this subject crops
up your attitude is that it is suddenly no longer an
urgent matter.

The Commission measures are currently operational in
the Community countries, and there has to be a stop
to them, right away. I am therefore in favour of this
request for urgency.

(Applause from the left)

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)
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President. — The motion for a resolution is referred
to the appropriate committee.

President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the Seefeld motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-576/80): Future of Eurocontrol,

I call Mr Seefeld.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Madam President, I should like
to thank you. It is really pointless repeating yet again
what the European Parliament has been saying for
years — namely, that Eurocontrol 1s an important
institution which deserves to be kept and expanded.
Urgency is justified because tomorrow, 20 November,
the government ministers from the seven Member
States in Eurocontrol are having a meeung which
could well determine the continued existence of Euro-
control and provide a final answer on the fate of the
organization.

The Committee on Transport and a number of
Members in the House consequently felt that before
tomorrow, 20 November, Parliament ought to direct
— as it were — another word of warning to the
powers-that-be in the seven governments and repeat
what has alsways been undisputed and constantly been
given the full support of every Member in this House.
This is the reason for urgency.

I realize what the problem is and should like to point
out the following fact. If there is anyone who cannot
make up his mind today, tomorrow will be too late,
because it is tomorrow morning that the ministers are
meeting. If we reach a decision tomorrow afternoon at
three o’clock, the problem will already have been dealt
with and any decision will be pointless. Consequently,
Madam President, I should like to know if there is any
chance of having a vote today, either now or at three
o’clock, on this motion without having any discussion.
There is no justification for further debate. We should
simply make known what we think and what we want.
But 1t has to be done today, otherwise there is no point
1o it.

(Applause from various quarters)

President. — 1 call Mr Berkhouwer to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) Madam President, our
group has always been enthusiastic in its support for
the retention, and indeed expansion, of Eurocontrol.
This being so, I can only give my total backing to the
proposal in the motion for a resolution by Mr Seefed

and others. Qur group is unanimous in this matter,
and on behalf of the group I second Mr Seefeld’s
request that Parliament take a vote today, at three
o’clock, on this motion.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD
Group).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) There are two things I want to
say, Madam President. The whole House is in agree-
ment on this matter. Every group supports the motion,
as far as I am aware. There is just a problem in
connection with the Rules of Procedure to be solved.
It is within your power whether we begin today’s
agenda, after the votes on urgency, with the vote on
Eurocontrol. The problem becomes complicated only
if someone in the House wants to speak, because then
we run into difficulties with the Rules of Procedure. 1
should like to make another suggestion. Since I have
the impression that we are all in agreement, I propose
that we proceed as follows, Madam President: let us
vote in favour of urgency. You could then have the
kindness to suggest that we vote on the motion imme-
diately after the vote on urgency.

(Applause)

President. — Thank you, Mr Klepsch. You make my
job much easier.

In view of what Mr Seefeld said, I was going to
suggest that by way of exception — even though there
is no voting time at three o’clock today — we take a
vote on this motion for a resolution, which will be
meaningless unless we adopt it today, provided of
course that urgency is adopted.

It would perhaps be easier if we had the vote after the
vote on the requests for urgency. I do not want you to
think in terms of voting time, because if that were the
case, we should have to vote on all the other urgent
motions today.

Consequently, by way of exception, I propose that we
accept Mr Klepsch’s proposal and vote on the sub-
stance of the motion as soon as we have dealt with the
requests for urgency, provided urgency is adopted in
this case and in view of the fact that the motion is
meaningless unless we vote on it today.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

- The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote this

morning after we have considered the requests for
urgency.
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President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc. 1-577/80) by Mr Glinne and others on bebalf
of the Socialist Group: Right to strike in Greece.

I call Mr Glinne.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Madam DPresident, ladies and
gentlemen, recent events in Greece have been brought
to our notice by several international trade union
organizations. The most serious of these events are the
court cases against the leaders of the electricity work-
ers. It goes without saying that we are not going to
tackle the substance of this matter today and discuss
the misuse of Law No 330/1976 by the Greek author-
ines to attack the unions. Today, given the urgent
nature of this matter, I just want to read a few words
from a letter which I received some days ago from the
Christian World Confederation of Labour. I quote:

In the last few days the Greek Government has refused to
take part in the negouauons which the Greek democratic
trade unions are seeking and has begun a broad offensive.
Ninety leaders of the striking electricity workers’ union
were taken to court in the literal sense of the word,
because they were dragged from their homes and
violently brought before summary courts. The President
and the Secretary-General of the union were each sen-
tenced to five months in prison and a fine of 100 000
drachmas.

I can add that there are further cases pending against
the President and Secretary-General of this union and
that other leaders are also in the dock. To our mind,
Madam President, these events fully justify our
request for urgent procedure.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democratic Group).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, I have also
received a letter on this subject from a trade union
organization of our persuasion. Our group has
attempted to get as much information as possible, so as
to be in a position to speak about the matter here. We
made every effort to get information both in Greece
and from the Greek delegation here which listens in to
our debates but which will not take its place in the
Chamber until 1 January, when it will be able to make
its own contribution on this matter. The information
we received was contradictory.

Our group feels that in view of the importance of this
matter — the accession of Greece on 1 January 1981
— we cannot just rush through a debate. It makes
more sense to take a careful look at the mauer. We do
not think we should be arriving at weighty conclusions
and decisions unless we have had a careful look at the
matter, and we think it would be a good idea if we
referred Mr Glinne’s motion to the Political Affairs

Committee. We therefore believe it would be a wrong
move to rush into an urgent debate and make snap
decisions. Qur group proposes that the matter be dealt
with by the Political Affairs Committee, and for this
reason we shall not be voting in favour of urgency.
This is not to say that we do not unreservedly support
the freedom of the trade unions. As far as the Treaties
of Rome are concerned, we regard this as a self-
evident assumption in the European Community.

President. — I call Mr de la Maléne to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr de la Maléne. — (F) Madam President, our
group 1s shocked that this request for urgency should
be tabled today of all days. We are about to welcome
our Greek friends to this Parliament, and we feel it is
in bad taste to have an urgent debate on a subject like
this. It is obviously to a large extent a matter for
domestic politics in Greece, and under the cirqum-
stances it is quite regrettable that a request for urgency
has been tabled. Our group will therefore vote against
the request.

President. — I call Mr Fanti to speak on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Fanti. — (I) Madam President, this motion for a
resolution gets the full backing of the Communist and
Allies Group. Contrary to what Mr de la Malene has
just said, we feel that it is a good idea, before Greece
joins the Community, to take a clear look at the issue
of the right to strike. This is a right which must be
guaranteed to all workers, as it already is in the
Member States.

This is why we think there is an urgent need for this
debate. A delegation from the Greek Parliament is
here to establish contacts in view of the forthcoming
accession, and in welcoming them we want them to
know — and we trust that the whole House shares the
same view — just where we stand on the vital issue of
the right to strike.

(Applause from the left)

President. — I call Mr Fergusson to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Fergusson. — I must say that Mr Fanti has
already seized his opportunity to make it quite clear
what his views on the right to strike are. As usual,
people are inclined to use these debates on urgency to
make the points that they ought to make in the debate,
if allowed. Madam President, my group associates
itself with what was said by Mr Klepsch and
Mr de la Maléne and would point out that the form of
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the justification of this particular motion is really quite
unacceptable. If we are going to have urgent motions
then the justification at the bottom of these texts
becomes extremely important. By no stretch of the
imagination is urgent procedure justified by the
contents of this resolution. There is nothing about that
side of it at all and for that reason apart from any
other we oppose urgency on this one.

President. — I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, I am not
speaking on behalf of the group. I asked to speak in
accordance with Rule 14 (2), which stipulates that one
speaker in favour and one against and then the group
spokesmen may speak. At any rate, thank you for
letting me speak. While I go along with what Mr
Glinne and Mr Fanti said, I want to denounce the
political chicanery that goes on in this Parliament.
What I mean is that the Socialist Group, supported by
all the others, managed to exclude from the agenda
any debate on Turkey, where things are going from
bad to worse. It is a disgrace . . .

President. — Mr Pannella, at the moment we are
discussing Greece and a request for urgency on events
in Greece.

Mr Pannella. — I am touched by the attentive care
with which you listen to what I say, Madam President.
I shall vote in favour of urgent procedure and I hope
that our colleagues in the Socialist Group will be here
on Friday for the vote, because it is about time we put
a stop to this habit of requesting urgent procedure and
then sloping off when it is time to vote, with the result
that the Conservatives — who stay in the House —
swing the vote their way.

(Applause from the European Democratic Group)

President. — I call Mr Beyer de Ryke to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Beyer de Ryke. — (F) I must confess, Madam
President, that I am always amused whenever
Mr Pannella speaks, and I should like to thank him for
these excerpts from the commedia dell’arte.

As for the problem at hand, it really has very httle to
do with the right to strike. We Liberals have no argu-
ment with that, and we leave the whole matter to the
Communists who are the experts. On this particular
occasion we have a strike which was going on — and
15 going on — In a tense atmosphere on the run-up to
the elections. This is proved by last Sunday’s very
violent demonstration in Athens which resulted in one
dead and 100 injured. Consequently, I feel the proper

thing to do is to leave it up to the Greek Government
to decide whether it is advisable to have a general
strike in the country at the moment. At any rate, it is
our view that when we have to judge events which are
happening in a country which is about to join the
Community — Mr de la Maléne made this point a few
minutes ago — the proper thing to do is to take a
serious look at the situation and, if need be, arrive at a
carefully reasoned and objective assessment. The
Liberal and Democratic Group is therefore against
urgency.

(Paliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — The motion for a resolution is referred
to the appropriate committee.

President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc. 1-589/80) by Mrs Roudy and others: Aboli-
tion of the death penalty in the Community.

I call Mrs Roudy.

Mrs Roudy. — (F) Madam President, I am a litle
saddened by the fact that Mr Bangemann thought he
could discuss veal and the death penalty in the same
breath when he spoke earlier. However, if that is how
he feels about things, that is his problem, not mine.

What I should like to say is that [ am capable of read-
ing and absorbing information. I am aware that in
March Mr Schwartzenberg tabled a motion for a reso-
lution calling for the abolition of the death penalty in
all countries. It is currently under discussion in
committee, and Mrs Vayssade is responsible for draw-
ing up the report.

If I have taken the liberty — with your kind permis-
sion, Mr Bangemann — to table a new motion, it is
because something new has happened, which interests
me even if it does not interest you. There have just
been three new death sentences in a country which still
has capital punishment, and I thought that this Parlia-
ment, in the knowledge that its debates carry some
weight, might ask the country in question for a stay of
execution . ..

Mr Calvez. — (F) Certainly not!

Mrs Roudy. — (F) ... until we have completed our
work. This is a fair request and would be to the credit
of Parliament. This is justification for urgent proce-
dure in my opinion. While we wait for the outcome of
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our work, we must ask the country in question to
grant a stay of every execution. After all, we are talk-
ing about the death penalty.

President. — I call Mrs Van den Heuvel to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.

Mrs Van den Heuvel. — (NL) Madam President, I
want to make it quite clear that the Socialist Group’s
view Is that the number of requests for urgency should
be restricted. The Socialist Group wants to resort to
urgent procedure as little as possible on matters which
are being discussed in committee. But sometimes the
rule has to be broken. This is the case now. Cases like
this occur now and then in Parliament, and
Mr Klepsch and Mr Bangemann are occasionally
involved This 1s an urgent case of this kind. Death
sentences have been pronounced in one of the
Member States. We are constantly going on to other
countries about the respect of human rights in the
Community, and here we let one of our Member
States sentence people to death. We have to change
this if it is possible, and we cannot afford to wait until
it is too late. I really do ask all of you to vote in favour
of this request for urgency.

President. — I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democrauc Group)

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, I have to go
back to what I said at the beginning. We know that
this issue is not our responsibility, but we also know
that the appropriate parliamentary committee is also
considering how we can harmonize the administration
of justice with regard to legal penalties at Community
level. You are all aware that, regardless of what we
decide before or after the committee makes its views
known and regardless of whether this has any signifi-
cance, application in national legislations cannot occur
by virtue of any decision of this House.

What we have here is another typical example of how
we argue about something which should not be dealt
with as a matter of urgency. Our group can only say
that the abolition of capital punishment is not a subject
that should be discussed in this House by way of
urgent procedure, because otherwise Parliament is
going to be asked to pass judgment whenever at some
future date somewhere or other a similar sentence is
passed which we do not agree with. Why should we
not worry about poor Harry, if we are going to
express concern about Tom and Dick? This is some-
thing which no one here can ignore in my view, and |
want to urge you to desist in future from tabling
requests for urgency like this, because otherwise we
are going to make a mockery of the whole idea of
urgent procedure. I am not thinking particularly of

Mrs Roudy, but of other Members in the Socialist
Group.

Let me just say again that within every group there are
Members with various pet concerns which for the sake
of publicity they try to have discussed in urgent
debates. If we agree to this every time, we are going to
get bogged down in urgent debates and never have
any time for the proper work of the House . . .

(Applause)

.and [ have to stress this because at some point we
have to put our foot down. How can we carry on with
this gentlemen’s agreement when we get involved in
these arguments every time we meet? We shall not
vote in favour of urgency.

(Applause from the centre)

President. — I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, I shall plead
in favour of urgent procedure. As was explained, we
have to urge a country to grant a stay of execution
because it will be too late afterwards, even if the Euro-
pean Parliament or other parliaments take a stand.

I think we have to make this plea as a matter of
urgency. Could I just say, Madam President, that since
the beginning of our work here I myself have always
voted in favour of urgency — no matter who tabled
the request, but especially when it came from the right
— whenever human rights or civil rights or whatever
were at stake.

It 15 essential in my opinion to stand up for the princi-
ples of humanity and legal decency in our own coun-
tries 100, Mr Klepsch, if we hope to get a more
sympathetic hearing when we set out to pass judgment
on events in other countries, where our comments are
even less likely than here in the Community to carry
some weight.

This is a serious matter and I hope that the House will
vote 1n favour of urgency — after all, it is a matter of
life and death. And once again I really hope that
everyone will do the right thing and be here on Friday.
It would be a disgrace if they adopted certain deci-
sions and then abandoned the people in question to
their fate.

President. — I call Mr Calvez.

Mr Calvez. — (F) Madam President, I just want to
say that there is no case for urgency because in France,
unlike other countries, a person is not executed within
a few days after being sentenced to death. I think we
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can quite happily wait. The men who have been sen-
tenced can wait for their appeal to be heard, and then
for a presidental reprieve. There is consequently no
case for urgency.

President. — I call Mr Forth to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Forth. — Madam President, I should like to echo
very warmly what Mr Klepsch has said. It seems to me
self-evident that, until the legal systems of the Member
States of this Community are harmonized, if indeed
that ever takes place, they differ so much in principle
in their basts, in their history, in their application, that
to attempt to impose one rule in one particular aspect
of the criminal law would be utter folly. It would be
yet again an example of this House trying to take a
position on something in which it has patently got no
powers whatsoever. This will, in my view, reduce the
standing of this House in the Community. Time and
time again we try, through the vehicle of urgency
motions, to assert a point of view that can have no
influence whatsoever within the Member States. I
would add, Madam President, that it should have no
influence in such matters until the day comes when we
have got to the stage where we can harmonize our
legal systems. This sort of motion is completely irrele-
vant, and I would personally oppose it.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Haagerup to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Haagerup. — (DK) Madam DPresident, I shall
not take up much of your time, since what Mr Klepsch
and others have said is in line with the views of our
group. We feel it would be anticipating the debate
currently being prepared in committee if we were to
adopt urgent procedure. I find it wrong that one single
party should try to jump the gun on a mauer which
concerns so many people. I would remind you that the
manifesto of the Liberal Confederation also advocates
the abolition of the death penalty. I therefore recom-
mend that urgent procedure be rejected.

President. — 1 call Mr D’Angelosante to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr D’Angelosante. — (/) Madam President, let me
say on behalf of my group that I find it odd and
improper that this House, which worries about civil
rights everywhere in the world, even in the remotest
corners, should suddenly claim that it has no say in
matters which are closer to home. I just want to
remind the Members here that we do have a say and
that there is a parliamentary committee, the Legal

Affairs Committee, whose job in fact is to investigate
infringements of human nights within the Community.
Outside the Community it is the job of the Political
Affairs Committee. What this means 1s that this Parlia-
ment not only recognizes its competence in this area
but has also done something about it in an organized
manner.

Having said that, Madam President, I do not think
anyone can ignore the fact that the problem of the
abolition or retention of the death penalty is nowadays
one of the major problems facing politicians and those
who campaign for basic human rights as well as the
experts on criminal law. There are a considerable
number of people who believe that the abolition of
capital punishment is an essential step along the road
10 a civilized legal world and indeed civilization itself.
I realize, of course, that there are conservatives who
want to keep capital punishment . ..

(Protests_from certain quarters)

... but, Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, it
would be an absolute disgrace if this Parliament lined
up with those in favour of the death penalty!

The' arguments voiced against urgent procedure are
simply ridiculous. Of course we know there is leave to
appeal in France; we are not ignorant, after all. This
does not alter the fact that when a sentence has been
passed, this Parliament ought to make some comment.
It is pointless to say that there is a committee dealing
with one specific case and not with the general issue.
And it is also pointless, Mr Klepsch, to say that this is
not the place to harmonize the criminal law of the
nine Member States. Our job here is simply to voice
an urgent plea that a particular sentence 1s not carried
out. In this way we are far from contradicting but
actually bolstering the position we are advocating in
committee

For these reasons, Madam President, totally unaf-
fected by all that has been said before along party lines

against urgent procedure, our group will be voting in
favour of urgency.

President. — [ put to thC vote the request for urgent
P q
PI‘OCCdUI‘C.

As the result of the show of hands is not clear, a fresh
vote will be taken by sitting and standing.

I call Mr Glinne on a point of order.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Madam President, I request a vote
by roll call.

(Applause)
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President. — I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, this is just a
matter of form. Can I suggest that we have another
vote by sitting and standing? It will make the counting
easier. There are many Members in all the groups who
have left their cards in Luxembourg or somewhere
else.

President. — According to the Rules of Procedure,
the request for a roll-call vote was in any case made
oo late. It is just a matter of how we are going to go
about things, and I hope there will be agreement on
this. It would be simpler if we used the electronic
system.

I call Mr Radoux.

Mr Radoux. — (F) Madam President, we can have
all the will in the world but it depends on the circum-
stances. [ left my card in Luxembourg. I have asked
for it, but [ haven’t received it yet.

President. — I think there are several of you without
cards. At any rate, Mr Glinne’s request came too late.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, we know that
there are replacement cards. The Members who do not
have their cards with them must be given the oppor-
tunity to go and get the replacement cards. In view of
the circumstances, and so that we do not waste too
much time here, I suggest that we have the vote at
three o’clock this morning. I think that is an offer no
one can refuse.

(Laughter)

I know there are Members here who would like to
spin out the voting on urgent procedure for another
hour — and I suppose that is going to happen now.
Anyone who does not want us to have a debate with
the President of the Council can fritter away the after-
noon on formalities. I am not talking to these people
but to everyone who wants us to get on with our busi-
ness as quickly as possible. Anyone who does not have
his card with him can get a replacement card. That
way there will be no problem when we come to vote
later. But it cannot be done in a couple of minutes, and
that is why I am suggesting we vote at three o’clock
and get on with our business now. I think this is the
best option, and I hope the House will go along with
my suggestion.

(Applause)

President. — I do not think we can defer the vote
until three o’clock, Mr Klepsch.

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Madam President, either
the vote is open or it is not. If it is not open, many of
us would like a roll-call vote on this matter. If it is
open, then it should be taken now.

President. — I call Mr Cecovini.

Mr Cecovini. — (I) I think we could have a vote by
sitting and standing. It would make the counting
quicker and easier.

President. — We shall vote using the electronic
voting system. If some of you do not have your cards
with you, by way of exception we can record your
votes directly.

(Parliament adopted wurgent procedure wusing the elec-
tronic voting system)

I call Mr Forth.

Mr Forth. — Madam President, I handed in my vote
on a piece of paper. I handed my vote on a piece of
paper to you durmg the voting. I wonder if that figure
there takes into consideration my vote which was
against. You have it there.

President. — Mr Forth, we recorded two votes, one
for and one against. It does not make any difference,
therefore.

I call Mr Adonnino.

Mr Adonnino. — (/) Madam President, I am also
among those who unfortunately left their voting cards
in Luxembourg. I wanted to give my vote against
urgency and I have been waiting here for ten minutes
in order to speak, even though I have repeatedly tried
to catch the attention of the Chair.

President. — Mr Adonnino, the vote has been taken.
Those who wanted to vote have voted.

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Madam President, when
you announced quite clearly that you would in fact
accept the vote of those who for exceptional reasons
had not got their cards with them, you did not say that
the vote had 1o be in writing. Mr Adonnino, 1n the
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presence of many of us, had his hand up trying to
attract your attention and did not succeed in doing so.
His vote should be recorded.

(Protests from the left)

President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc 1-591/80) by Mr de la Maléne and others on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive Democrats:
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

I call Mr Israel.

Mr Israel. — (F) Madam President, the Conference

on Security and Cooperation in Europe prompted a
certain amount of hope among those who, like us, had
a rather naive idea of how international affairs are
conducted.

We now feel, in the face of the problems which have
been encountered, that failure in Madrid would have
especially serious repercussions. We cannot ignore the
possibility that, should the 35 delegations depart with-
out reaching any conclusions, the countries of eastern
Europe might find a rather familiar solution to the
Polish problem. It is therefore vital that we make every
effort to ensure that the conference keeps open the
fragile dialogue between East and West on the subject
of human rights. This is why this Parliament adopted a
resolution on the Madrid conference on 15 October.
The least that can be said is that this resolution hardly
stirred the enthusiasm of the Council of Ministers. Mr
Rumor, chairman of the Political Affairs Committee,
knows what I am talking about.

The agenda for the Madrid conference has now been
set, Madam President, ladies and gentlemen. The
agenda consists basically of two parts: firstly a review
of efforts towards détente and the respect of human
rights, and secondly the consideration of new propos-
als. Where the two parts are concerned, Parliament
has put forward specific proposals in connection with
the review stage. We have stressed that it must be
made clear to the Soviet Union that there can be no
cooperation and security in Europe without the
protection of human rights. If human rights are not
respected in eastern Europe, we intend to point this
out. As for the new proposals — obviously a time-
wasting ploy — we felt that the best thing to do was to
put forward a proposal in the Rumor resolution for
the creation of a committee to study the progress of
détente between the CSCE conferences. We felt we
had to put forward these new proposals in another
motion which has been tabled with a request for an
urgent debate, firstly because of the lack of enthusiasm

which the first Rumor resolution aroused among the
Council and secondly to drive home the fact that this
Parliament attaches particular importance to the talks
which are going on in Madrid. There is a case for
urgency, Madam President, ladies and gentlemen.

President. — I call Mr Coppieters.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Madam President, in consi-
dering this request for urgency I think we ought to
separate the substance of the motion from the request
for urgent procedure. It is obvious in this case that
there is no call for urgency in the strict sense of the
term. A lot of fine words have been uttered about the
protection of human rights in general and about
détente. But 1 should almost go as far as to say that it
is shocking that this motion comes from Mr de la
Maléne and his group. They are now making solemn
pronouncements to the effect that exposing violations
of human rights does not represent intolerable inter-
ference in internal affairs.

Ladies and gentlemen, I should like to remind you
how Mr de la Maléne and his group, unhappily with
the support of many of you, responded to other
motions on violations of human rights within the
Community. Mr de la Maléne and his group have
hardly got a right to table a motion like this, when for
years special courts in Paris have been dealing with the
separatists that have been dragged before them. For
this reason I shall be voting against urgency, and I
hope you do the same.

President. — I call Mr Denis to speak on behalf of
the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Denis. — (F) Madam President, on behalf of the
French Communists I wish to speak against urgency.
We are delighted that the Madrid conference opened
as scheduled and that the talks have begun, in spite of
the wrangling and the hitches which a few people here
were rather too eager to see as marking the end of the
process of détente. The talks can now proceed for the
benefit of everyone in Europe, no matter to what
country or to what social system he belongs. This indi-
cates the strength of the ideas of détente and coopera-
tion.

It is not easy to revert to the cold war era, ladies and
gentlemen, and the resentment of the NATO hawks
which runs through this motion is not going to alter
anything. The Madrid meeting has to be useful and
bring posmvc results, and it must not become a point-
less exercise in confrontation. Efforts to this end have
failed so far. We must now move towards détente
along all the lines of the Helsinki Agreement, without
disregarding or paying special attention to any one of
them. Besides, this was the brief for Madrid from the
Final Act of the Helsinki Agreement. The authors of
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this motion have obviously not even bothered to read
It

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — The motion for a resolution is referred
to the appropriate committee.

President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc. 1-593/80) by Mr Albert and others: Uganda.

I call Mr Michel.

Mr Michel. — (F) Madam President, I beg leave to
speak in support of this motion. There are three
reasons which I should quickly like to outline.

The matter is very urgent because the elections are due
to be held on 10 December. The country is under mili-
tary occupation and is in the unhappy situation of
being troubled by Amin’s armed gangs which, espe-
cially in the north, are still plundering the population.
There is a need — and this is my second point — to
ensure compliance with the aim of this motion, which
is to have a team of OAU or Commonwealth observ-
ers sent, as happened in Zimbabwe, to see that the
elections are properly conducted in December.

The third point I want to make is that we of course
realize that, in accordance with the Lomé Convention,
we do not want to interfere in the domestic affairs of
any country, especially an ACP country. But in view
of the serious situation in this country which is emerg-
ing from one of the bloodiest dictatorships in history
and which now needs stability, it is essential that
democratic elections can be held and that in connec-
tion with this there can be a form of international
intervention, not in the election itself, but in supervis-
ing that everything is done in a proper manner.

The December elections will therefore mark a decisive
step in the life of the new Ugandan State. International
solidarity and cooperation must be swift in the
response to the Ugandan people who wish to see their

country free again and to see it progress without any

foreign occupation and without any interference in the
proper conduct and fair result of their democratic
elections.

(Parliament adopted urgend procedure)

President. — The motion for a resolution will be
placed on the agenda of the sitting of Friday,
21 November 1980.

4. Future of Eurocontrol

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc. 1-576/80) by Mr Seefeld and others: Future of
Eurocontrol.

The resolution is adopted.

(Applause)

5. Political cooperation — Situation in Turkey

President. — The next item is the joint debate on

— statement on political cooperation by the President-
in-Office of the Foreign Ministers meeting in political
cooperation,

— oral question with debate (Doc. 1-507/80), tabled by
Mr Glinne on behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr
Klepsch on behalf of the Group of the European
People’s Party (CD Group), Lady Elies on behalf of
the European Democratic Group, Mr Nord on behalf
of the Liberal and Democrauc Group, Mr de la
Malene on behalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats, Mrs Carettont Romagnoli and Mrs
Bonino to the Commission, the Council and the
Foreign Ministers meeung in political cooperation, on
the situation 1n Turkey.

I call Mr Thorn.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(F) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, as you
know, political cooperation is not at the present stage
among the subjects covered by a proper treaty between
the Member States of the European Community. It is
simply based on a political agreement, on the Nine’s
affirming their determination to consult together on
all major foreign policy questions and wherever possi-
ble to seek joint positions. This is still not a common
foreign policy, but it is a sincere attempt, with due
regard for national sovereignty, to arrive at attitudes
which all the Member States can share.

On the other hand, however, political cooperation is
not divorced from the Treaties of Rome, as some
people fear. Indeed, our activities have always been
based on the principle of a correlation between
membership of the Community and taking part in the
work of poliucal cooperation. We cannot have one
without the other. This being so, Greece, which is to
become a Member of the Community on 1 January
1981, is already present as an observer at the main
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political cooperation meetings, in order to be able to
join in fully and effectively from the beginning of next
year. Conversely, it is out of the question to admit
other countries, however important they may be or
however interested we may be in maintaining close
links with them. For those who are destined to become
Members of our Community, transitional arrange-
ments will provide for increasingly close harmoniz-
ation of our points of view; for the others, normal
consultations via the Presidency of the Nine will, I
think, ensure the coordination which is so essential.

The Member States of the Community have now
become accustomed to working together, along the
lines I have just indicated, on all the outstanding ques-
tions of international politics. I propose now to give
you a report, as you expect, on the essential points of
their work over the past year.

The Middle East situation, and more particularly the
Arab-Israeli conflict, has always been a central preoc-
cupation of our Community and has continued to be
over the past year. Although it is the view of all the
Nine that the Camp David agreements and the peace
treaty between Israel and Egypt were a correct appli-
cation of the principles of Resolution 242 and lessened
the threat of war in the region, we are still unfortu-
nately very far from the comprehensive settlement
which 1s the only way to peace.

Being conscious of the tensions which continue to
affect this part of the world and of the consequent
threat to peace, the Heads of State or Government
meeting at the Venice European Council considered
that the traditional ties and common interests which
link Europe to the Middle East oblige them to work in
a more concrete way towards a settlement. Their
governments have frequently expressed their national
positions, which are based in particular on Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338. On this basis, the
time has come to put into effect two principles univer-
sally accepted by the international community, te.
firstly the right to existence and to security of all the
States in the region, including Israel, and secondly
justice for all the peoples, which implies recognition of
the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people. The
Palestinians in particular, who are conscious of their
existence as a people, must be plaged in a position, by
an appropriate process defined within the framework
of a comprehensive peace settlement, to exercise fully
their right to self-determination.

You are familiar, ladies and gentlemen, with the text
of this Venice Declaration, from which I have just
quoted the essential points. The European Council,
anxious to do something effective, decided to contact
all the parties concerned with a view to ascertaining
their respectivé positions with regard to the principles
we laid down in our Venice Declaration. It is in the
light of the findings of this consultation process that
the Heads of State and Government will in due course
decide the form of any initiative on their part.

In my capacity as President-in-Office of the Council, I
was given the task of making these contacts with all
the parties concerned. As you know, I thus went to the
Middle East, where I had meetings at the highest level
in Israel, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia and Egypt. I also met the leaders of the
Palesune Liberation Organization since, as you know,
the Nine take the view that this organization must ‘be
associated with negotiations for a peace settlement’.

There were other contacts with officials of the Arab
League in Tunis and the Tunisian authorities, with the
Vatcan, particularly on the question of Jerusalem, and
of course with the United States.

The results of my mission were communicated to the
Member States on various occasions, and their Foreign
Ministers, with the help of expert advisers, are still
deliberating on the report to be transmitted in a few
days’ time to the European Council on 1 and
2 December. It will be up to this Council to draw the
necessary conclusions.

At this stage, I shall confine myself to putting to you a
few considerations I also had the occasion to put
forward at the United Nations. I noticed the anxiety,
or even anguish, felt by all those I spoke with at the
way the situation had developed during the summer
and over the past few months. This means that most of
the leaders I met stress the urgency of decisive action
to achieve peace — I am talking now about the period
when I made this trip, in other words the period up to
the beginning of October.

In Israel, the need for security clearly goes beyond a
strictly military concept and reflects a deep-felt yearn-
ing to be accepted finally by the Arab world, but
unfortunately this is still largely beyond their reach.
However, I must underline the fact that this need for
security is not an exclusively Israeli preoccupation. It is
strongly felt in the whole region, and particularly in
the Arab countries adjacent to Israel, as well — need 1
add — as among the Palestinian population of the
present occupied territories.

The second thing I found was that all the Arab coun-
tries and the Palestinians are unanimous in regarding
Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories and
consequently the right of the Palestinian people to
adequate self-determination as two fundamental prin-
ciples. It was my impression that this demand corres-
ponds to a profound desire for justice. That is why the
creation of settlements, as well as the law recently
adopted by the Israeli parliament proclaiming Jerusa-
lem as the capital of Israel, arouses particularly intense
feelings on the part of the Arabs.

Each of the parties directly concerned categorially
rejects any imposed solution worked out without their
participation. This of course applies more particularly
to Israel and the Palestinians.
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Lastly, I should like to tell this House of a thoroughly
personal reaction. The sight of so much human suffer-
ing, so much effort wasted on war and thus lost for the
cause of peace, should be an additional incentive for
us to work for a solution to the conflict.

The information I was able to gather in the course of
my mission confirms the line the Nine have followed
up to now. Indeed, more than ever it is now apparent
that only a comprehensive settlement can lead to a just
and lasting peace in the Middle East. This means that
all the parties concerned must be associated with the
negotiations and also, as everyone must accept, that
the problem of Israel and that of the Palestinian
people are inextricably linked.

Apart from this major initiative undertaken by the
European Council in Venice, the Member States have
been led on various occasions to make pronounce-
ments on aspects of the Arab-Israeli conflict, particu-
larly at the United Nations and in other international
assemblies. They have always supported Israel’s right
to existence and security, as well as its consequent
right to participate as a full member in international
organizations. They have also made known their
serious concern at certain Israeli measures which are
bound to present obstacles in the way of a settlement,
such as the creation of Israeli settlements in the occu-
pied territories, the expulsion of local leaders from the
West Bank and the law on Jerusalem.

The Middle East unfortunately contains other centres
of tension. The Nine thus continue to follow with
great anxiety the situation in Lebanon. They are
committed to the independence, sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of that country and have appealed at
the highest level to the countries and parties concerned
to put an end to any actions which would be detrimen-
tal to these principles. They stress the essential role of
the UNIFL, to which several Member States have sent
contingents and which must finally be put in a position
to carry out in full the tasks assigned to it, including
controlling the territory of Lebanon up to the interna-
tional border.

A more recent conflict is that which has broken out
between Iran and Iraq. The Ministers of the Nine
deplore this military confrontation and have expressed
the hope that other States, particularly the Great
Powers, will exercise the greatest restraint and see that
the conflict does not spread. To date, it is as if this
appeal has been heeded, although unfortunately we
are still very far from the settlement which the
Member States are prepared to help achieve. They
have also stressed the extreme importance, for their
countries and for the whole international community,
of maintaining complete freedom of navigation in the
Gulf. Here too, the fact is that the conflict has not
really interfered with navigation as we feared at the
start, althouth its broader consequences for oil
supplies to Europe may still present us with some
unpleasant surprises.

So far, the European Community has not felt that
more direct intervention on its part in the form of
mediation between the belligerent parties would have
any chance of success. Over a year ago now, one of
these belligerents, Iran, committed a flagrant violation
of the elementary rules of international law in the
form of the taking of diplomats as hostages with the
backing of the highest authorities in the State. Such
behaviour was bound to call forth the most vigorous
condemnation on the part of the Nine, who have
expressed their complete solidarity with the people
and the Government of the United States. They made
very forceful representations to the Iranian Govern-
ment, via the usual diplomatic channels, for the imme-
diate and unconditional release of the hostages. When
efforts in this direction proved futile, our Community
imposed sanctions on Iran in accordance with a draft
resolution which would have been adopted by the
United Nations Security Council but for a Soviet veto.
These measures, which were applied at nationa! level
by each Member State, came into force on 17 May.
They served to severely restrict relations between the
Nine and Iran in all fields and definitely contributed to
making that country more fully aware of the severe
disapproval its barbaric action had provoked through-
out the world.

As you know, the question now seems to be moving
towards a solution. The Nine, who appreciate the
positive features in the Iranian revolution, hope that
the release of all the hostages will make it possible for
them then to normalize their relations with Iran.

Another exceptionally grave situation, I am sorry to
say, is the result of the invasion of Afghanistan by the
Soviet Forces. The Member States have condemned
this invasion, as have an overwhelming majority of the
Members of the United Nations. They have on several
occasions — in particular at the highest level in the
European Council — declared emphatically that the
Afghan people has the right freely to determine its
own future. In their opinion, a formula should be
found for a solution which would allow Afghanistan
to remain apart from the rivalry between the super-
powers and to return to its traditional status of a
neutral non-aligned country. Both Afghanistan’s
neighbours and the Great Powers should agree to
forego all forms of intervention, whether military or
otherwise, in the internal affairs of Afghanistan and
respect its sovereignty and integrity. Up to now,
despite the more or less universal reprobation it has
encountered, the Soviet Union has maintained and
even, we fear, increased its military presence, thereby
inflicting grave suffering on the Afghan people, which
1s putting up valiant resistance with the means at its
disposal.

A more positive note is provided by the revival of the
Euro-Arab Dialogue. At the Venice European Coun-
cil, the Heads of State or Government stressed the
importance they attach to this dialogue at all levels and
the need to develop at all levels its political dimension.



Sitting of Wednesday, 19 November 1980 115

Thorn

In order to give effect to this policy, intensive contacts
between the Presidency of the Nine and our Arab
partners made it possible to organize, on a limited
scale, an initial meeting of a political character in
Luxembourg on 12 and 13 November. At this meeting
the two sides, the Arabs and the Europeans, under-
lined the desirability of holding 2 Euro-Arab meeting
at Foreign Minister level. Any such meeting should be
very carefully prepared, so that it could be held before
the summer holidays next year.

Before talking about the problems facing us in Europe,

I should like very briefly to touch on the burning

issues in South-East Asia, Southern Africa and Latin
America which the Nine have discussed in the course
of the past year.

We have to admit that there has been little change in
the situation in Cambodia. The effect of the Viet-
namese aggression against this country is to impose by
force an illegitimate, oppressive government which
replaces, it must be said, a government of tyranny. The
efforts of the Nine must be directed essentially at
relieving the suffering of the innumerable refugees
driven from their homes. In increasingly close cooper-
ation with the five countries of the Association of
South-East Asian Nations, ASEAN, they are watching
developments extremely closely and are assuming their
part of the burden of aid to thc people driven out of
Cambodia.

In Africa, one extremely positive development
deserves to be highlighted. Thanks to the determined
and persistent efforts of the United Kingdom author-
ities, and most particularly of my opposite number at
the Foreign Office, Lord Carrington, and as a result of
the willingness to compromise on the part of all the
parties concerned, Zimbabwe has at last been able to
gain its independence, and has done so in peaceful
fashion. This country, scarred by bloody internal
conflicts, now has a democratically elected govern-
ment. It has been admitted to the United Nations and
was recently able to become a party to the Lomé
Convention. Such a positive outcome . . .

(Applanse)

.to a particularly difficult question is too rare an
occurrence not to deserve the acclaim of this Commu-
nity.

This is all the more important since in Namibia we are
still far from a settlement which would be in accord-
ance with the aspirations of the people and the
requirements of the United Nations, despite persistent
efforts by the group of five Western countries, to
which the Nine have always given their full support.

South Africa, which maintains the same odious system
within its own territory, thereby incurring almost uni-
versal reprobation, has still not understood that only
an arrangement which fully takes account of the aspir-

ations of human beings of all races will ulumately be
acceptable to the international community and thus
viable. The Member countries of the Community are
using their individual and collective influence to
induce South Africa to open the way to applying
Security Council Resolution 435 in Namibia and to
reform its own internal arrangements as soon as possi-
ble, with a view to recognizing the equal rights of all
men.

As regards Latin America, the Nine are particularly
concerned at violations of human rights in a number
of countries with which they are linked by traditional
ties of a personal and culwral nature. Desiring as we
do to strengthen these ties, we are particularly
concerned at the practice of torture and the disregard
for human rights in this continent. I can assure you
that representations through diplomatic channels,
often made with discretion, have brought relief in a
large number of individual cases. In certain countries,
however, the situation in this field remains extremely
grave. It is especially deplorable that in Bolivia a
democratic regime has had to give way to a military
dictatorship. This means that the Nine are currently
having to re-examine their links with the countries of
the Andean pact, of which Bolivia is a member —
while taking care, of course, not to harm the interests
of the other Members of the Pact, which are governed
by democratic regimes. -

As to the Cyprus problem, this has always been a
source of concern to you, and to us all, because of the
close links our Community has developed with the
island and with the other parties immediately involved.
It is therefore, ladies and gentlemen, with some satis-
faction that we have heard of the decision to restart
the inter-community negotiations, which had been
suspended for so long, under the auspices of the
United Nations Secretary-General. I myself was able,
on the spot, to inform the leaders of the two commu-
nities of the Nine’s support for these negotiations and
of their hope that they will be carried out in a realistic
and constructive spirit so that a solution can finally be
worked out.

The Community Foreign Ministers have also had an
exchange of views on developments in Turkey follow-
ing the military - coup d’état. Any attempt to put
democracy into cold storage, particularly in an asso-
ciated country of the Community with ambitions to
become a Member, obviously gives rise to some appre-
hension. The Nine therefore express the hope that the
Turkish military authorities will honour in full the
assurances they have given concerning the rapid resto-
ration of democratic institutions, respect for human
rights and the treatment of political prisoners. On this
basis the Community will, as it stated publicly on
15 September, continue its cooperation with Turkey.

Relations between the 35 countries involved in the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
which I have already mentioned, entered a new phase
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with the opening, on 11 November, of the much-
discussed Madrid meeting. As they have from the
beginning, starting at the first preparatory meeting for
Helsinki in 1973 and continuing through all the phases
of the CSCE process, the Nine have closely coordi-
nated their positions, in accordance with your wishes,
in preparation for the Madrid meeting. I can assure
you they will continue to do so during the meeting
itself.

I myself had the occasion in Madrid to present the
objectives which the Community proposes to pursue
and the spirit in which the Member countries intend to
take part in the Conference.

As you know, firstly as full an assessment as possible
will have to be made of the implementation of the
Helsinki Final Act with regard to all its provisions.
This examination will have to be free of dogmatism
and confrontation, but must also be carried through
without indulgence. All the States — and I mean all —
must accept fair criticism if they have failed to honour
the undertakings formally given in Helsinki.

Secondly, it will be important to provide fresh impetus
by taking specific initiatives in all the fields covered by
the Final Act. This Act forms a whole, and its balance
must be respected, so that the proposals put to the
Madrid meeting do not unduly emphasize certain
parts of the Final Act to the detriment of the others.

It is in the light of these general criteria that the Nine
have defined their attitude to the three baskets of this
Helsinki Final Act.

To go briefly over the essential points, as regards
Basket One the Foreign Ministers of the Member
States decided on 20 November 1979 to support an
approach aimed at the adoption in Madrid, in accord-
ance with the French plan for a Conference on Disar-
mament in Europe, of a mandate laying down the
conditions under which negotiations could be started
to reach agreement on militarily significant confid-
ence-building measures which would be open to verifi-
cation, applicable on a continental scale to the whole
of Europe and capable of creating the conditions, by
helping to give the States improved security, for
proceeding at a later stage to a process of arms limita-
tion and reduction in this same geographical area.

As regards cooperation in the fields of economics,
science and technology and the environment, the Nine
attach importance, among other things, to improving
the administrative and technical arrangements for the
exchange of economic and commercial information
and statistical data and to improving facilities for busi-
ness contacts. These fields should provide scope for
progress in the short term, which will be in the inter-
ests of industry and more particularly of the small and
medium-sized enterprises.

In Basket Three, the Nine attach particular import-
ance to the question of the free circulation of citizens
of all participant States. They also take the view that
the dissemination of information, which should contri-
bute to improved understanding between our peoples,
and working conditions for journalists are fields in
which substantial progress needs to be made.

As you know, the Madrid Conference had a difficult
start because certain participants were disinclined to
accept a balanced pattern of work which would allow
sufficient time to be devoted to looking at implemen-
tation.

In my speech on behalf of the Member States of the
Community, I expressed our concern on this question.
The solution finally adopted on the agenda, the
pattern of work and the timetable for the meeting will,
in the Nine’s view, make it possible to safeguard their
essential interests. They will see to it that the work
proceeds in such a way that these interests continue to
be preserved.

Madam President, I have tried to sum up the main
subjects to which the Nine have given their attention
in the course of the past year. There are many other
questions, of lesser or of less general importance,
which I have been unable to discuss and which I no
longer have time to mention. In the major interna-
tional assemblies, the Community’s presence has made
itself felt both, I must emphasize, in the day-to-day
work of consultations between the delegations and in
the adoption of joint positions. I have myself had the
opportunity on three occasions of speaking on behalf
of the Nine before the United Nations General
Assembly. Both these official speeches and the every-
day work of the Member States’ representatives, under
the guidance in each half-year of the country holding
the Presidency, mean that the Community is in fact
now a reality on the international scene, an imperfect
reality, it is true, but none the less an effective one.

(Applause)

As for Mr Glinne’s question, the rules require me to
read out the reply the Nine have adopted on this
subject. The Council would remind you that on
16 September 1980 the Ministers of the nine Member
States meeting in political cooperation adopted the
following declaration:

The Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Nine held an
exchange of views on the siuation in Turkey and
expressed concern at the turn of events in that country.

They took note of the assurances given by the military
authorities concerning the rapid re-establishment of
democratic institutions, the observance of human rights
and guarantees regarding the treatment of those politi-
cians currently under house arrest.

They are deeply anxious that these assurances should be
fully and speedily put into effect.
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It is in this spirit that the Community will pursue its coop-
eration with Turkey.

That is what we said on 16 September 1980, and this is

in fact something we have already discussed in this
Chamber.

At this stage, the Council as such has not discussed the
situation in Turkey.

In addition, at the meeting of the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe on 16 October
1980 the Turkish Foreign Minister stressed his
Government’s determination to re-establish a system
of parliamentary democracy within as short a time as
possible and re-affirmed that in the transitional period
the Turkish Government would fully conform to the
principles of the rule of law and the observance of
human rights and fundamental liberties.

On the same occasion the Committee of Ministers —
which, and this is why I mention it, includes the nine
Community Foreign Ministers — took note of the
Turkish Minister’s statement and stressed the import-
ance it attached to the principles of parliamentary
democracy, respect for the law and the right of all the
people to enjoy all fundamental liberties.

President. — I call Mr Glinne to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Madam President, we listened
with enormous interest to the various items of infor-
mation which Mr Thorn gave us in outlining the many
problems facing us, and I shall begin by asking him, on
the question of political cooperation, how he plans to
organize rapprochement and dialogue between what I
would call the countries of the inner circle, namely the
Member States of the European Community with our
own internal political cooperation, and the countries
of the outer circle, the democratic countries of West-
ern Europe which are members of the Council of
Europe. There is no need for me to stress the common
bond of ideology and fundamental structure which
unites all these countries politically, and often, in our
respective political groupings, we note in our relations
with our Swiss, Austrian and Scandinavian friends a
certain frustration on their part at not being fully
involved in some at least of the questions we deal with.
In the Assembly of the Council of Europe voices have
been raised in favour of this kind of cooperation. I
would very much like you to tell us what the national
governments and the President of the Council himself
think of it, since any such move should be made with-
out confusing institutional responsibilities, with the
aim of sharing and strengthening the ideal of political
democracy and the attachment to fundamental liber-
ties which are common to all the countries concerned.

On the question of political cooperation, let me say
directly, before returning to this point later, that I
regret that aid has been so disappointing recently in an
area whose importance you none the less stressed, i.e.
the inadequacy of the Member States’ contribution
compared to the objective of 0-7 % of the gross
national product which was discussed at such length at
the extraordinary session of the United Nations
General Assembly. It is disappointing particularly in
view of the outstanding and well-reasoned appeal
contained in the Brandt report, to which I hope to be
able to return to later.

Europe still, and perhaps more than ever, presents a
problem of peace and détente. To a certain extent the
present crises in the world have weakened the process
of détente in Europe, but happily they will not be able
to halt it. It is exceptionally fortunate that in spite of
enormous difficulties attempts are being made in
Madrid, Vienna or elsewhere to find the political
impetus which is necessary above all if we are to
succeed in the first place in reducing current military
potential while maintaining a mutual equilibrium in
our own geographical zone which contains the grea-
test military potential in the world. In this connection,
Mr Thorn I should like to say that our group particu-
larly supports the initiatives of the French and Polish
Governments, which have suggested a European disar-
mament conference, and of course there can be no
question in our view of taking action only on the
basket dealing with military balance. A pan-European
disarmament conference? Very well, but maintaining
the indissoluble link with the two other traditional
elements of Helsinki, Belgrade and Madrid, and parti-
cularly without losing sight of the primordial question
of human rights.

Mr President, you referred to the difficulty created for
some months now by the Soviet occupation of
Afghanistan. I should like to say that recently, at the
Madrid congress of the Socialist International, we
expressed our disappointment and very deep regret
that the Soviet Union has not responded to date to the
appeals of the United Nations and of the international
community to withdraw its occupation forces from
Afghanistan and to respect the independence and
non-alignment of that country.

Democratic socialists the world over support the
declaration of Vienna on this point, which was reaf-
firmed by the recent Madrid conference, and in our
view those who are fighting for reasons of collective
and personal dignity in Afghanistan are not so much
rebels as freedom fighters, a difference worth stress-

Ing.

You spoke a great deal, Mr President, about the
Middle East. It is possible that as a result of the
present international situation less attention is focused
on this particularly disturbed region of the world than
in the past. It is probable that the outbreak and contin-
uation of hostilities between Iran and Iraq, the recent
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presidential elections in the United States, and the
forthcoming elections in Israel, have combined to
detract from the previous urgency surrounding the
need to act to establish an improved Israeli-Arab
dialogue and to solve Israel’s security problems and
the problem of the Palestinian community’s right to
exist.

Let me say that we greatly appreciated the fact that in
your speech you emphasized the obstacles which stand
in the way of rapprochement. You mentioned the
creation of settlements and the recent law passed by
the Israel Parliament making Jerusalem the capital of
Israel. Indeed you described these measures as a politi-
cal obstacle to a gradually improved understanding,
holding out the prospect of a political agreement.

We appreciate what you said on this issue, and I
would point out to you that we are anxious to hear
both sides fairly. This was evidenced for our part at
our recent congress of the Socialist International in
Madrid, to which I have already referred more than
once. During this congress we admitted for the first
time a progressive socialist party from Lebanon, an
Arab partner who will in future be present in the
special community which the International represents,
on the same footing as our friends from the Israeli
Labour Party.

Next, Mr President, let me stress the importance of
political cooperation in areas of the world as vast, as
important for the future and as racked by troubles as
Latin America and southern Africa.

In particular, after the presidential elections in the
United States, held in democratic fashion but with
results as regards the composition of the Senate and
the occupation of the White House which are not
likely to reassure everybody and certainly not the
Socialist Group, the test is likely to be the way in
which the United States supports or crushes political
democracy in Latin America and the struggle for
human rights and independence of nations in southern
Africa. We are very anxious that, on this point, Europe
should not be afraid to assert its own indispensable
identity and to maintain the necessary distance in its
bilateral relations with the United States, which
remains its ally — nobody wishes it to be otherwise.
But alliance does not mean acquiescence, and Latin
America and southern Africa urge us as democrats
genuinely to dissociate ourselves when necessary from
any American policies which might be inadmissible.

Mr President, you mentioned the question of Turkey,
but T assume that we will have an opportunity to
return to this in greater detail.

As regards Turkey, I should like the question asked to
have the logical follow-up of the resolution adopted
by the European Parliament on, if I am not mistaken,
13 October. The Council is invited to comment on the
latest developments following the military coup d’état

in Turkey, its implications for the Association Agree-
ment, and the moves to restore democracy. Let me say
directly, Mr President, and in spite of my personal
regard for you, that I found your reply just now very
disappointing.

Parliament is asking you to comment on the effects of
the military takeover, its implications for the Associa-
tion Agreement, and the moves to restore democracy
and, through you, the Council has simply reminded us
of its declaration of 16 September 1980, adding as sole
commentary that in the course of the discussions of
the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe
on 16 October 1980 in Strasbourg, the Turkish Minis-
ter for Foreign Affairs emphasized ‘his government’s
determination to restore a parliamentary democracy as
soon as possible’, and reaffirmed that ‘in the transi-
tional period the Turkish Government will comply
fully with the principles of the pre-eminence of law, of
respect for human rights and of fundamental liberties’.

In listening to this very incomplete, and dare I say
naive, reply to a very clear and complex question, I
wondered if the worthy persons who make up the
Council of Ministers of the EEC read the newspapers,
the most important ones at any rate.

Mr President, we would like to know if the Council
has taken any concrete measures to restore democracy
since the military coup d’état. In what way has the
development of the situation been followed, and what
action have you taken in response to the alarming
news from Turkey?

I quote from the Financial Times of 14 October 1980:

At least three Turks have died after torture since the
generals seized power a month ago, according to reports
reaching London. These are the first indications that
torture in Turkey — which Amnesty International
described in June as being ‘widespread and systematic’ —
may have continued after the coup.

In Le Monde of 17 October 1980:

On Wednesday 15 October a military tribunal in Ankara
sentenced Professor Ebraken, head of the Nationa! Salva-
tion Party (pro-Islamic), and 21 members of the party’s
national steering committee to prison. Four other NSP
members of Parliament have already been sentenced and
are being held in the military prison at Ankara.

In the Financial Times of 29 October 1980:

Over 11000 arrests since Turkish coup ... This was
revealed yesterday by General Haydar Saltik, secretary
general of the five-member military leadership, at a news
conference for foreign correspondents.

In the Neue Ziircher Zeitung of 5 November 1980:

39 ex-Members of Parliament on trial in Ankara

A message from Agence France Presse on 12 Novem-
ber 1980 ran as follows:
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It has been learnt from official sources in the Turkish
capital that on Wednesday the prosecutor of the martial
law tribunal in Ankara issued warrants for the arrest of
the leaders of two parties, one of the extreme left, the
other of the extreme right.

These warrants are for 42leaders of the Turkish
Workers” and Peasants’ Party, including its chairman.
They are accused of violating Article 141 of the Penal
Code, which provides for up to 15 years imprisonment
for any militant member of a communist organization
and the death penalty for those leading ‘one or more
of these organizations’.

I could continue quoting such extracts for some time.
For example, Le Monde of 13 November 1980:

Publication of the centre left daily Cumburiyet was
suspended on Tuesday 11 November ‘unil further notice’
by the martial law commander of Istanbul. May I add that
this centre-left daily is one of the oldest newspapers in
Turkey and that two newspapers also are sull banned
namely the Aydinlik and Demokrat.

We have also learnt of the dissolution of municipal
authorities and of a series of infringements of political
and trade union rights normally regarded as elemen-

tary.

In view of these facts I think that one cannot confine
oneself to the very brief declaration of intent which
you read out just now. It is not admissible that the
Council of Ministers of the Community has apparently
done nothing which has made any impact since
16 September.

It is not enough to adopt a declaration on the prompt
restoration of democratic institutions, respect for
human rights and guarantees regarding the treatment
of politicians under house arrest. This is why the
Socialist Group considers it indispensable to table a
motion for a resolution under Rule 47.

In this we include two crucial paragraphs, the first and
the fourth of the resolution which Parliament passed
earlier in plenary sitting: the Turkish people must hear
us repeat our determination to ensure that steps are
taken immediately toward guaranteeing them the
enjoyment of political and trade union freedoms
within a democratic institutional framework. We must
also reaffirm that respect for internationally recog-
nized human rights, as laid down in the European
Convention on Human Rights, is an essential condi-
tion for dialogue with a European country associated
with the European Economic Community.

This was stated in our resolution of 18 September and
it must be repeated today. We add, however, state-
ments on the arrest of trade unionist and on inadmissi-
ble practices such as torture, brutality and murder. We
condemn the banning of various newspapers, in parti-
cular those to which I referred just now. We wish to
reaffirm the important role that the Turkish press must

play during a period when the political parties have
been suspended, and finally, Mr President, we suggest
that a delegation from the European Parliament visit
Turkey as soon as possible, just as Parliamentary dele-
gations have often visited other countries subject to
dictatorial and oppressive regimes, with the task of
establishing the broadest possible contacts with former
colleagues of the Joint Parliamentary Committee,
other political leaders, trade union leaders, with those
responsible for social organizations, and thereby to
obtain the maximum of information on the situation so
that there can be a new debate based on the delega-
tion’s report.

We very much hope that the other democratic forces
in this Parliament, will accept this text, which is
consistent with the text which we jointly agreed on,
negotiated, tabled and adopted on 13 November last
and which will, I hope, be heard in Ankara as the
anxious and determined manifestation of the concern
of European democrats, democrats who without doubt
wish not only to discuss this issue but above all to act.

(Applause from the left)

IN THE CHAIR: MRS DE MARCH

Vice-President

President — I call Mr Haferkamp.

Mr Haferkamp, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(D) Madam President, you are no doubt aware of the
Commission statement of 12 December in which we
called in particular for full respect of human rights and
stressed the need for the rapid restoration of demo-
cratic institutions. You will also be aware of the state-
ment issued by the Foreign Ministers of the Member
States of the Community on 16 September regarding
the rapid restoration of viable democratic institutions
and respect of human rights. The Foreign Ministers’
statement also says that the Community will continue
its cooperation with Turkey in this spirit. As far as the
Commission is concerned, this means the implement-
ation of the outcome of the EEC-Turkey Association
Council meeting on 30 June and 1 July of this year.

The results of that meeting concern various sectors,
with the effects on ensuing activities differing from
case to case. For instance, there is the agricultural
sector with the step-by-step elimination of customs
tariffs; there is the social aspect, where the central
element is the provisions affecting Turkish workers
employed in the Community and their families; there
is the question of economic and technological cooper-
ation; and there is also the financial aspect, where the
central element is the setting-up of the cooperation
fund and the fourth financial protocol.
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As regards the elimination of customs duties on agri-
cultural products, this will be tackled automatically by
reference 10 a fixed timetable. The social questions —
affecting Turkish workers and their families — essen-
tially concern internal Community provisions; in other
words, the decisions of 30 June and 1 July on these
matters can be implemented without involving the

Turkish side. That we shall do.

As regards economic and technological cooperation,
the drafting of the financial protocol and the provision
of 75 million EUA for the financial cooperation fund,
contacts have been established between officials, with
the essential aim of preparing specific projects as part
of this cooperative effort.

The Community made an offer regarding the fourth
financial protocol on 30 June and 1 July. The negoti-
ations needed before this offer can be implemented
have not yet begun. This aspect differs from the auto-
matic processes and the contacts at expert level in that,
as regards the fourth financial protocol, we have made
the Turkish Government aware of the importance of
ratification in this matter. The ratification of agree-
ments is, after all, generally a matter for parliaments,
and this will doubtless be an important point in the
process of normalization.

We have also left the other side in no doubt that all the
steps to be taken to implement the decisions taken by
the Association Council will of course depend on the
undertakings spelled out in the Foreign Ministers’ and
the Commission’s statements regarding the restoration
of democratic conditions and respect of human rights

being fulfilled.

Before we can assess the situation and the way it
develops, we need information over and above what is
available from press reports. As you know, the
Commission does not maintain a network of diplo-
matic services which could get the additional informa-
tion. Nor can we — on the basis of official reports and
without any further research — determine whether
these trials are of a political or criminal nature. The
early statements made by the military authorities in
Ankara referred to this distinction. I would stress the
need for full and comprehensive information, includ-
ing information of a political nature. For that reason,
we believe the suggested visit by a parliamentary dele-
gation to be an interesting idea; a mission of this kind
would at any rate be highly valuable as regards the
Commission’s future activities in this matter. We have
always maintained that we are highly concerned about
keeping a careful watch on developments in Turkey
and taking every opportunity to do whatever is appro-
priate to ensure that definite and visible progress is
made towards the restoration of normal democratic
conditions.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Blumenfeld to speak on behalf
of the Group of the European People’s Party (Chris-
tian-Democratic Group).

Mr Blumenfeld. — (D) Madam President, on behalf
of the Group of the European People’s Party, I should
like to begin by thanking Mr Thorn most warmly for
what he has done, not only as a minister in his govern-
ment, but also — and particularly — as President-in-
Office of the Council over the last few months. He has
shown a great degree of open-mindedness and under-
standing for many of the parliamentary quirks we tend
to indulge in here. He has at any rate given us all the
information he could, and I should like to take this
opportunity of thanking him, this being the last time
he will appear in this House in his present capacity. It
is a pleasing prospect, Mr Thorn, that we shall shortly
be able to continue our work with you in a different
capacity.

There can be no doubt that European political coop-
eration among the Nine has worked better this year
under the Italian and Luxembourg presidencies than it
did previously, thanks to the improved channels of
communication and the fact that the challenges facing
Europe in 1980 were clear for all to see. It is also
worth making the point that the basic differences in
certain central elements which you yourself spelled
out, Mr Thorn, were obvious to anyone with a basic
grasp of things and the ability to think clearly. I am
thinking here particularly of the preparations for the
Madrid Conference, which I shall be dealing with a
little later. There is one point I should like to add,
though, and that is that we, the Group of the Euro-
pean People’s Party, feel bound to express our continu-
ing dissatisfaction at the inadequate cooperation
between EPC and this House, and this despite the
great trouble taken by Mr Thorn on such occasions as
last week, when we were given information imme-
diately after the meeting of the Foreign Ministers in
Luxembourg.

None the less, Parliament has not really been addressed
at all over the last eight months by the Ministers. So
far, the Council of Ministers has failed to take suffi-
cient advantage of the opportunity to discuss questions
relating to a joint European foreign policy with the
Members of the European Parliament, and I would
suggest that, over the coming year, there should be
better cooperation between this House and the Coun-
cil of Foreign Minister on this matter, which looks like
becoming — and should become — increasingly
important.

I should like to comment briefly on two main issues,
the first of which is the Madrid Conference. We are
very pleased, Mr Thorn, that you took the opportun-
ity at short notice of speaking on behalf of the
Community in Madrid in your capacity as President-
in-Office of the Council of Ministers, because it is
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important that the European view be made known at
the Conference in what is a very serious situation.

European cooperation in the widest sense — in other
words, détente — has suffered a serious setback. Our
view is that we are now so far removed from the spirit
of Helsinki that many people are right in opposing the
continuation of détente. Many of the principles agreed
on in Helsinki have been seriously violated by the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and any more such
violations — for instance, in Poland — could spell the
end of the Madrid Conference and of the Final Act. I
believe we should tell the governments of the Nine
that they should give priority at the Conference to a
balanced consideration of the three baskets in their
consuliations, speeches, discussions and other work,
and that the question of human rights in particular
must not be overshadowed by a discussion on arms
limitation pure and simple. As regards the disarm-
ament issue, we also feel that pride of place should be
given to specific measures rather than grand sounding
but easily misunderstood declamations.

The second central element of Mr Thorn’s speech
concerned the Middle East, where there are — hardly
surprisingly — differences of opinion within the
Council of Ministers, Parliament and the various polit-
ical groupings represented in this House. But as
regards your statement on behalf of the Nine that
developments since the Venice Conference have
proved you right and confirmed your own view and
that of the Nine that the search for a comprehensive
solution should be persevered with, allow me to ask
the Nine whether they have really registered the fact
that, since June of this year, we have seen not only
serious military conflicts like that between Iraq and
Iran, but also important political changes in the whole
structure of the Middle East. Let me also draw your
attention to the fact that the United States of America
will have a new President in January and that he will
be following a completely different line from that of
his predecessor on the Middle East and on confront-
ation — otherwise known as the political conflict with
the Soviet Union. In the light of all this, surely the
European governments would be better advised not to
take time off for reflection — as suggested by such
people as the Federal German Chancellor — but
rather to give all-out attention to the question of what
policy they intend to pursue in future with the Ameri-
cans on the Middle East. After all, the Middle East
issue is of importance to both Americans and Euro-
peans.

I really wonder whether word has not got around yet
among the Nine that, should we be landed with a
desperate energy crisis over the coming months, the
reason will not be the Palestinian-Israeli conflict so
much as the war between Iraq and Iran and the closing
of the Straits of Hormuz — with all its consequences
— not by the Israelis, but by the Iranians.

I wonder how the Europeans can think of resuming
the Euro-Arab dialogue as if this were a purely routine
affair, and despite the fact that — to my utter aston-
ishment — the Presidency of the Arab League is
already, this November, prematurely in the hands of a
member of the Executive Committee of the PLO. We
were told in the course of the discussions between the
Political Affairs Committee and the President-in-
Office of the Council that it had been agreed that the
Arab League would be presided over next year by a
repesentative of the PLO. There is probably nothing
we can do about that, but why has a high-ranking
representative of the PLO now been allowed to open
the Euro-Arab dialogue as President of the Arab
League, and why have you not protested about this?
This is something I am bound to ask you, because it is
perfectly obvious that, if the PLO representative — in
his capacity as President of the Arab League — has his
way, this political dialogue will degenerate into a
purely political confrontation aimed at the United
States and Israel. Surely that cannot be what our
European policy is aiming at.

In my view, should a meeting of Foreign Ministers
actually come about in these circumstances in the
summer of 1981, it must be subject to extremely care-
ful preparation. In that case, Mr Thorn, it is of the
utmost importance that you tell your colleagues from
the other eight Member States to take note of the
changes which have taken place over the last few
weeks — and in view of developments in the United
States — in the opinions of the political leaders in the
European capitals.

Turning briefly to Turkey: we believe that this country
should find its way as quickly as possible — but with-
out setting any deadline — out of its current profound
economic, social and political crisis back to parliamen-
tary demoracy. This is a matter for the Turkish people,
and we hope to hear as soon as possible from the
current military government in Turkey that it
genuinely intends to make progress towards a return
to parliamentary democracy, so that we are not once
again faced with a regime like the colonels’ in Greece.
[ think Mr Glinne’s suggestion that a delegation from
the European Parliament should be sent to Turkey as
soon as possible is an excellent one. We have just
heard Mr Haferkamp emphatically confirm that the
European Parliament has economic and social levers at
its disposal.

Finally, we must all realize that, in the changing age
we live in, the old forms of international order no
longer work and new structures have not yet emerged
to take their place. The system of coordinates for
international security for the 1980s is still uncertain,
and that is the real danger facing us in this decade.
That is why we need cooperation between Europe and
the United States. We need a much greater measure of
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mutual understanding than has existed in recent years,
and that is a wish shared by the great majority of this
House.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Fergusson to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Fergusson. — May I too, on behalf of the Euro-
pean Democratic Group, express our appreciation of
what Mr Thorn has given us from the chair of the
Council. His forthright explanations of what has gone
on in political cooperation have been based, who can
doubt it, on his own knowledge of what we look for in
this Chamber. As Mr Blumenfeld has said, we are
grateful for the splendid precedent he has set for his
successors.

On the Middle East we have noted what the President
has said and await with great interest the deliberations
of the Council in early December. We must observe
nevertheless that although the Arab-Israeli dispute
is traditionally the central issue in this arena, in
Lebanon there are, as I understand it, 38 separate
armies at work and 4 nations at least engaged directly
and others by proxy in the fighting. The situation
there is hardly less desperate and even that one seems
to us at times of minor importance compared to the
war in the Gulf. I wish we could have some confidence
that an outbreak of calm in the area of Israel would
spread much further afield. But we must commend of
course nevertheless the efforts which Mr Thorn has
made to create that calm.

Now my colleague, Mr Spicer, will be dealing with the
Turkish question, the vexed subject of the oral ques-
tion before us. I would simply confine myself to saying
that when by misfortune a friend has broken a leg it is
clearly futile to say that he should not have broken it
and it is not helpful to insist that he take off the splint
and the plaster and throw away his crutches before he
can walk without them.

We wish Turkish democracy and individual freedom
there the speediest possible recovery and we are confi-
dent, I think with good reason, that its restoration to
health will not be needlessly delayed and we shall do
what we can by contact and encouragement to aid that
convalescence.

In a year and a presidency of the greatest tension and
lack of détente in East-West relations, when, and
lately in the name of détente, the Soviet Union has
openly regarded Communist revolution as a one-way
ratchet, we are looking with growing impatience for
some signs from the Council, from the West, of effec-
tive action to thwart Soviet expansionism. The moral
condemnation of Madrid may be useful but it cannot
be enough when Moscow uses détente as no more

than a stalking horse — a cover — for behaving as
aggressively as ever. It is true that in consequence of
Afghanistan there have been some marginally useful
agreements between EEC countries and the United
States but I hope that from now on there will be far
greater realization of what the Community acting in
political cooperation and the United States can do
together — two of the greatest economic units in the
world. I hope that the incoming US Administration in
particular will understand this. It remains astounding
how little is understood at all levels in America of the
Community’s political potential.

The point to grasp is that with political economic
cooperation comes political economic power. The
closer the one, the greater the other. What signs are
there, and I leave the question with Mr Thorn under
whatever hat he chooses to consider it, now or in the
future, that the Nine will marshal its economic muscle
in self-defence against a Russian Communism which is
still flagrantly on the move and threatens us economi-
cally no less than militarily? But that Communism’s
Achilles’ heel — its most vulnerable point — is the
broken-down, discredited economic system on which
it rests, a system and theory which decries human
nature and which the West in its simpleness, and its
greed too, with credits, technology and cheap food,
ch‘ooses materially to sustain.

If détente eludes us, if disarmament is unattainable, we
must consider the other side of the arms-race coin.
There are complementary means of restraining aggres-
sion, of restraining those who pursue revolution to the
point of war among their neighbours. In a word, the
hope of world peace must return when the Russian
economy is obliged at last to concentrate on providing
for itself not guns but butter. And, if I may say so,
their own butter. That, I trust, will be the theme we
can pursue here in the coming months.

And may I conclude then by wishing the President-
in-Office of the Council of Ministers all the best for
his future as he proposes to take off one hat and
prepares to put on another.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Berlinguer to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Berlinguer. — (I) Madam President, we are
holding this debate at a critical moment in interna-
tional affairs, at a time when, more than ever, the only
solution seems to be a new role for Europe and more
particularly for our Community. I do not believe that
this is made clear in Mr Thorn’s report: it is a care-
ful, measured report but neither its priorities nor its
proposals are at the same level as our own responsibil-
ities. Until now, in fact, political cooperation between
the EEC countries, which is to say the will to deter-



Sitting of Wednesday, 19 November 1980

123

Berlinguer

mine common goals and initiatives in foreign policy,
has not been at the level demanded by the serious
nature of international relations and by the appalling
problems which our world has to face today. There
have been one or two efforts, one or two attempts in
recent times but they are not only a long way from
being a common foreign policy, but a long way from
demonstrating effective coordination.

When that is lacking there is little sense in lamenting
the fact, as some do, that any particular country has
felt obliged to make individual initiatives. Indeed, it is
our view that some of these initiatives, particularly
those relating to the situation which arose as a result
of Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, helped to keep
the way open for renewed dialogue between East and
West, which in turn has its effect both on Europe
itself, when we consider it from the point of view of
the careful attitude adopted by many governments and
political powers towards the crisis in Poland, and on
relations between the USA and the USSR, at least as
far as concerns negotiations on medium range missiles
in Europe.

What is however also true is that these initiatives
would have had far greater effect had they been given
the full, joint support of the Nine.

And if, as well as looking to the past, we look to the
present and the future, the need for these joint initia-
tives becomes even more clear.

We shall henceforth be needing a common plan and
policy on the question of the military régime in
Turkey, whose hallmark continues to be the repression
of democratic liberties. None of us are satisfied by Mr
Thorn’s vague words on this question. Our view of the
Turkish situation is that the time is now ripe for the
EEC to suspend the association agreement until such
time as lawful democracy is restored in the country.
The entire Communist and Allies Group has tabled a
motion for resolution to this effect.

There is at present a good deal of speculation on what
the policies of the Reagan government will be. Can
Europe wait passively, though, for the new administra-
tion to be installed and define its opinions, or should
we not take this opportunity of general uncertainty in
international relations, show clearly our own irrevoca-
ble choices and then proceed with the policies which
follow from them?

It is known that we Italian Communists are seeking no
reduction in relations with the United States as they
are defined in the Atlantic Alliance. But at the same
time we do not consider that, if the European
Community wishes to have a future, it should allow
itself to be considered as a sort of branch of the Atlan-
tic pact, as some political opinions would appear to
have it. The Nine have their own role to confirm and
develop, and that role cannot be restricted to the prob-
lems of our own continent.

v

[

Of course, détente in Europe is our first objective.
Some of the highest authorities in the International
Socialist Congress share this view, and said so recently
when speaking about the new American administra-
tion, and stressed that détente is for Europe a need
which cannot be abandoned.

It is from this that we perceive the importance of the
Nine’s duty to see that the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe in Madrid makes balanced
progress towards a positive conclusion with tangible
results, including first of all a pan-European confer-
ence on disarmament. We are living in a world where
more than a thousand million dollars a day are being
spent on the arms race; a race which goes on unres-
trained and which can lead only to universal disaster.
It is Europe, where the greatest concentration of total
destruction weaponry is kept, which can and must
make first steps to stop and then reverse this trend.
We, the European Parliament, must appeal to all the
governments represented at Madrid, to the USA and
to the USSR, to the countries of the Warsaw pact and
the Atlantic Alliance, to the neutrals and the
non-aligned, that they should make it their responsi-
bility to recreate by words and actions that minimum
of mutual trust which is necessary in the quest for
security by means of monitored and balanced reduc-

tions in arms.
1 4

Europe’s responsibility for détente and disarmament is
also essential if we are to prevent the two superpowers
being forced by the very logic of their antagonism
towards a form of mutual intolerance which would
have disastrous repercussions throughout the world.
But a European initiative is also essential so that we
can state in new terms the problems of North-South
relationships and deal with hunger in the world, as it is
this Assembly’s responsibility, a responsibility which, if
it is to be more than mere empty words, calls for both
a reduction in arms expenditure and a start in building
a new international order which is capable of making
the development of the world’s vast underdeveloped
areas the linch-pin of a new, more rational and more
equitable kind of economic development within the
industrialized countries themselves.

There are many indications in the developing coun-
tries of a demand for Europe to start a new and brave
economic and political policy tainted neither by
neocolonialism nor by ambition for power. Failure to
grasp this opportunity, failure to respond to these
hopes, would condemn Europe to abandoning its new
role in world affairs and to consequent decline and
irresistible crisis. Demand for a European political
initiative is now arising in the Middle East in paruicu-
lar. We should act quickly because throughout the
area the situation is very serious and further conflict
threatens.

Without an equitable solution to the Arab-Israeli
conflict there will never be peace in this particularly
jittery region whose nervousness reverberates across
and well beyond the Mediterranean. No matter what
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the views of the governments of the Nine on the Camp
David Agreement may be, it is now clear that the over-
all need is for peace founded on the recognition of the
right to exist and right to security of every State in the
Middle East, including Israel, and on the confirmed
right of the Palestinian people to create their own
State. It is 1o be hoped that the political initiative which
was only glimpsed at the Venice Summit will be given
real impetus when the Council meets at Luxembourg
at the beginning of December, on this basis and on the
basis of the facts gathered during Mr Thorn’s mission.

The initiative I have been speaking of is for détente,
for disarmament and for cooperation both within our
continent and throughout the world. It is an appeal to
our governments but also — and we are very much
aware of it — to the political and social movements
and particularly to those movements which represent
workers and the working classes, whose ideals are
peace, justice and solidarity. This is a great area in
which the left, despite its divisions, must seek common
ground, agreement, even joint ideals and proposals.
This is a path to which we Italian Communists are and
shall remain committed, with our own independent
judgment open to dialogue and to negotiation with
each and every other movement for peace and for
progress.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Haagerup to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Haagerup. — (DK) Madam President, even if the
Member States of the European Communities are
still far from speaking ‘with one voice’, there is a
great deal of evidence of the progress of political
cooperation. One indication is the wide interest
displayed in EPC, as political cooperation is called, by
countries both outside and, of course, especially inside
Europe, by other democratic countries who are
members of the Council of Europe but not of the EEC
and to whom Mr Glinne referred in his speech. The
talks which have just taken place between the Norwe-
gian Prime Minister and the EEC, also raising the
question of contacts at ministerial level on political
cooperation between Norway and the Nine, is one
such indication. We welcome this development. It
reflects the positive Norwegian interest in closer rela-
tions with the Community and in political cooperation
with the Nine. In our view it can only be in our own
interest to develop and expand contacts such as the
Norwegian initiative.

Having said this, I must add that the entry of more
and more new Member States cannot and should not
replace already established contacts with countries
outside the EEC nor efface the difference between
Member State and non-member State of the Commu-
nity. Whereas as a matter of course we should main-

tain the Community’s openness to other countries
including also to those which like Norway and
Sweden have no plans to seek direct entry to the EEC,
political cooperation must inevitably have the special
stamp of being undertaken by countries which have
joined the Community.

I should like to participate in the question Mr Glinne
put to the President of the Council of Foreign Minis-
ters In my own and my group’s view we must endea-
vour to find a sausfactory formula which permits
continued development of political cooperation
amongst the Member States and at the same time
uphold and improve contacts with countries outside it.
These countries’ possible future membership of the
EEC and thereby full participation in EPC is obviously
a matter to be decided primarily by these countries
themselves.

President. — [ call Mr de la Maléne to speak on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats. )

Mr de la Maléne. — (F) Madam President, in the
short time allotted to me I will limit the comments on
behalf of my Group to three topics: the Iran-Iraq war,
the Madrid Conference and our relations with
Turkey.

On the first point, we are witnessing, as you said and
as is clear to all, a new conflict which has erupted in
the Middle East, and this time it is at the very heart of
the powder keg instead of on the edge; moreover, we
find that in this conflict — as if by chance and as is the
case elsewhere — Russian and American arms are
being used by the opposing sides.

Everybody proclaims their desire to see an end to the
conflict. That this is true of the immediate neighbours,
we can easily believe; that it is true of certain others
who are at a greater distance we are far less certain,
and we are not even sure that while perhaps wishing to
end the conflict they will not find themselves obliged
o intervene directly or indirectly for one reason or
another. And then, also bound up in this conflict is of
course the problem of the hostages. But we in Europe,
for whom this region is obviously vital, have our hands
free in this matter and it is because our hands are free,
which is not the case for many others, that in spite of
the lack of faith in European intervention which can
be noted in various quarters, we regret that Europe is
not more conspicuous. And we regret that some help-
ful proposal by Europe is not increasing the chances of
scaling down, and then ending a conflict which — as
we will see in the coming weeks — will have conse-
quences for life in Europe which it is very difficult to
measure. This view is not supported, perhaps, in Euro-
pean circles, but for our part we think that something
should be done without delay.
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After these few words on the war, I should like to say
a word about Madrid. We have always been in favour
of the Madrid Conference. We are in favour because
we believe that this is a unique opportunity to use the
principal weapon of the free world which is freedom,
and that the Madrid Conference with all its ramifi-
cations and consequences is one way of using the only
true force of the free world, namely freedom.
However, at this Madrid Conference there must be
conditions and there must be consequences.

There are numerous conditions and I am not going to
list them all. I will mention a few so that we do not go
to Madrid, either from near by or from afar, excusing
or even forgetting Afghanistan which must always be
part of these discussions. We must not go there with-
out taking stock of what has happened since the
Helsinki Conference, particularly in the sphere of
human rights. We must not go there forgetting the
balance between the so-called ‘baskets’. We must not
pass over in silence, either, the lack of freedom which
the third basket is intended to investigate. Nor must
we go there without perpetuating the Conference as
we have proposed, by setting up a committee which
would be permanently responsible for ruling on
human rights. Those are a few conditions but there are
many others.

Then there are the consequences: the free world has
lost a lot of ground in the last decade. Now it must
assess its losses. It must strengthen its determination
and consolidate its resources otherwise the Helsinki
Conference which promised such a happy outcome, is
likely to be no more than an unfortunate Munich,
which was perhaps not blameworthy in itself but was
blameworthy to the extent that it did not influence the
determination of Western democracies to learn a lesson
from it. Well, at Madrid too the free world must draw
its conclusions and say that it has enough of interven-
tion, of Soviet expansionism in Asia, in Africa and
elsewhere, either directly, or indirectly, in particular
through the use of intermediaries. Unquestionably
everyone is free in this world, must be free to choose
his destiny and nobody must have a choice, a destiny
imposed on him from the outside. This is also one of
the conclusions to be drawn by the free world from

Madrid.

To conclude I will say a few more words on Turkey.
We have explained our position in a resolution. We
deplore the suspension of Turkish democracy, but we
know that freedom must not be a caricature and that
the freedom which prevailed in Turkey was principally
the freedom to kill and that is not democracy. We are
therefore patient and understanding, but at the same
time we must urge that the objectives be defined and
the timetable fixed. The objectives meaning the steps
towards restoring democracy, and the timetable stat-
ing the deadline. We say all this in our resolution.
Those, Madam President, were just a few brief
remarks in the five minutes allotted to me. Obviously
there are many things to be said, but I have tried 1o

outline the fundamental demands of our group on
these three points.

President. — I call Mrs Castellina to speak on behalf
of the Group for the Technical Coordination and
Defence of Independent Groups and Members.

Mrs Castellina. — (/) Madam President, Mr Thorn
said that the Community had a real presence on the
international scene, but I think it would have been
more accurate to say that the Community is sull at the
stage of promise and hope. And it will not remain
even that for much longer, because even promise and
hope run the risk — in the face of the expectations
aroused by direct elections to this Parliament, among
other things — of turning into their opposite, i.e. yet
another contribution to the decline in confidence both
in Europe and in the validity of democrauc institutions
themselves, for our debates are becoming ever more
vacuous, as are the Community’s international policy
statements.

The list of such statements which Mr Thorn gave us
just now is extremely telling — mere verbal diplomacy
in* nearly all cases, and initiatives which are so
contradictory that they lose all effectiveness. For
example, what is the point of acknowledging the right
of the Palestinian people to self-determination and
approving the Camp David agreements, when the
policy enshrined in those agreements itself negates the
right to self-determination proclaimed just before?
This is only one example — I could give more if I had
more time.

I do not think that Europe can achieve any real auton-
omy by following this road. And, take note, this is all
the more true now that a man like Reagan has been
elected President of the United States, for this means
that the room for manoeuvre available to us for
achieving that autonomy -— which we expect to
achieve painlessly, at no cost — is likely to decrease
dramatically. At this stage, if Europe does not want to
be trampled upon, a much more decisive European
initiative is required, capable of confronting an Ameri-
can policy which seeks to make Europe a mere satel-
lite.

Since the urgency of world problems makes it impos-
sible to go on toying with the North-South problem by
reducing it to a few paltry aids given in a spirit of far
from disinterested charity, Europe must prepare to
make a real response to the basic demands of the
developing countries, or the way will remain open for
uncontrollable processes, as well as for the extension
of the economic and military blackmail exercised by
the two superpowers. The only real way of avoiding
the extension of Soviet power in the Third World is to
create a Europe which will be a positive point of refer-
ence for developing peoples, so as to free them in
practice not only from the most burdensome form of
dependence which they suffer — neo-colonialism —
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but also, as in the case of some Latin American coun-
tries including El Salvador, from the burden of Ameri-
can support for execrable dictatorships.

But in order to become this autonomous and positive
point of reference for developing countries, Europe
must courageously seek an understanding with the
non-aligned countries, undertaking to create a rela-
tionship which is no longer based on unequal trade; in
other words, it must create a new development model

which is complete and egalitarian with regard to the
Third World.

Unfortunately, however, this is not happening and this
is where we come up against the real problem of
Europe — its internal policy, which displays not only
ever greater discord, but also increasingly strong
tendencies towards a restrictive economic policy of
cutting back on social expenditure, tending in the
opposite direction to that which our official statements
have repeatedly indicated, particularly in the case of
the North-South dialogue. It is for these reasons that I
am not at all satisfied with the statements made to us
here by Mr Thorn.

President. — [ call Mr Romualdi, non-attached.

Mr Romualdi. — (/) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, the main features of the current interna-
tional political situation were summed up in the speech
by the President of the Council, whom we thank
wholeheartedly. As he rightly stressed, no effort has
been spared in the difficult search for new and differ-
ent equilibria to guarantee security, and thereby a
peace policy — although we would add that this must
be based on facts, i.e. on political and military forces
really capable of maintaining peace in the world, and
not merely on a mountain of illusions which crumbles
in the face of each new event and each new difficulty,
as occurred after the invasion of Afghanistan.

On that occasion the decisions of the Council of
Ministers, recalled here by Mr Thorn, together with
those of the Commission and Parliament, served
merely to irritate, or indeed to bore, Mr Brezhnev,
and certainly did not make him revise any of his plans.

The first of the events which occurred in this period
was the war between Iraq and Iran. The latter’s inter-
nal and international destabilization, resulting from
the revolution and Khomeini’s fanaticism has been
total, and is disturbing and dangerous for all of us, as
the deplorable and unsolved problem of the hostages
— mentioned here today —— demonstrates. This situa-
tion requires, in our view, more attention than the
President of the Council cautiously suggested, when in
connection with freedom of navigation in the Gulf —
essential for European oil supplies — he stated only
that this freedom is necessary, and gave no hint as to
how it could be guaranteed. Mr Thorn also spoke of

the importance of resuming the Euro-Arab Dialogue,
but what at present are the real conditions for making
this resumption entirely possible? In our view it is
difficult to say. As our own President reaffirmed, we
must confine ourselves to hoping for a resumption,
since the Middle East situation rather than improving,
seems to be deteriorating further, thus showing that
the parties involved are not the best fitted to solve the
pressing problems of Palestine and Israel. Quite apart
from any pious resolution of the United Nations or
other resolutions or statements full of laudable inten-
tions, those peoples must at all costs realize — and we
must do everything we can to help them to do so,
partly because this is the positive aspect of the Camp
David agreement which remain valid and to which the
new Reagan administration also seems committed —
that a solution to the problem of the existence of
Palestine and of the State of Israel within secure and
recognized frontiers cannot be achieved by the victory
of one side or the other in a new cold war or actual
war, nor by the terrorism of the PLO, nor by criminal
reprisals regarded as justified by their perpetrators, but
by negotiations leading to an agreement.

I now turn to the Madrid Conference, of which we
have always been in favour. If we wish not merely to
progress without running the risk of breaking the
thread by which the policy of détente still appears to
hang, but to progress without illusions, looking at the
problems dispassionately, it is necessary to discuss all
the ‘baskets’ at the same time, reaffirming the global
nature of all aspects of détente, but above all stressing
the indispensable nature of security and of the
measures to guarantee it, for without security there
can be neither peace nor defence of human rights.
Otherwise the Madrid Conference, despite everyone’s
efforts, will end up as yet another illusion. This is
confirmed by the fact that the Soviet Union and other
Communist States wanted the Helsinki Conference —
this is essentially our basic view, since we cannot
believe that Communism is prepared radically to
change its nature or methods of government, as Mr
Berlinguer would have us believe — only in order to
have their wartime conquests recognized together with
the inviolability of absurd frontiers which, as we have
said here before, have divided into two or more parts
so many peoples and nations.

In conclusion, we are only too glad to take note of the
President of the Council’s statement that the Nine
have acted in concert and will continue to do so, not
only with regard to the work of the Madrid Confer-
ence but also with regard to the whole international
policy of the Community. We would remind you that
political cooperation is not a true common policy,
partly because the Treaties do not provide for it, but it
is none the less a political agreement in keeping with
the spirit and perhaps even with the letter of the Trea-
ties. This agreement which enables us to state that the
European Community is a force to be reckoned with
— albeit sull imperfect, although hope it will become
ever stronger and more capable of independent initia-
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tives. This is what Mr Berlinguer also said, but of
course we mean it in the opposite sense to that which
he intended — i.e. in the spirit of an alliance which is
not intended to be, cannot and must not be a restric-
tion of our freedom, but a guarantee of our security,
which depends not only on disarmament and on the
absence of actual nuclear weapons from Europe, but
above all on the response to the consistently expan-
sionist and aggressive policy of the Soviet Union,
which pious socialistic intentions are unfortunately not
enough to check.

President. — I call Mr Canglia.

Mr Cariglia. — (/) Madam President, I 100 would
like to thank the President of the Council for his
contribution to our debates on the most controversial
themes of political cooperation. I hope we shall have
the good fortune to continue to be addressed by Mr
Thorn in his new capacity as President of the Euro-
pean Commission.

I wish to make just a few remarks on the subject dealt
with in Mr Thorn’s speech, since I feel that the Chair-
man of the Socialist Group, Mr Glinne, has amply
covered the whole field discussed by Mr Thorn.

The first remark concerns Israel and Middle East poli-
tics in general. Leaving aside the assessments made by
some other speakers, I think it is impossible to draw up
an ‘original’ policy for the Middle East — I mean a
European policy — without running the risk of
becoming a tool of the policies of the two parties
involved. I therefore think that Europe was right to
acknowledge realistically that there are two conflicting
interests, and that this acknowledgement was based on
the principle of security for the State of Israel and the
future Palestinian State. However, I think that Europe
could play a greater role in terms of economic initia-
tives in an area where the gun has ruled for 30 years,
and where peaceful initiatives are urgently needed.

My second remark concerns Afghanistan. There is no
doubt that the Soviet occupation has a series of stra-
.tegic implications which we cannot ignore. It is also
certain that the events in Afghanistan interrupted the
process of détente in Europe and the world. Of
course, we do not say this because we derive any satis-
faction from it, but because we think it is an objective
fact, which is reflected above all in European public
opinion. We say it also because we are aware that
there is no alternative to détente in world affairs.
Hence the commitment mentioned just now by Mr
Berlinguer, on the part of us Socialists and Social
Democrats, to pursue détente at every level.

My third remark concerns the role of Europe. We
must acknowledge that, despite its considerable
economic and commercial weight, Europe has not yet
succeeded in defining its political role. There are

initiatives by individual States, but they do not always
coincide with the interests and expectations of Europe.
For example, I am worried that France can take the
initiative of constructing a neutron bomb, thus rein-
forcing the arguments of the two superpowers in their
arms race. There are those who hope for a new direc-
tion in American policy almost scorning the policy
followed up to now which sought to safeguard civil
and human rights. We Socialists take a different view.
We think that Europe will be strong to the extent that
it remains faithful to the values of its ancient heritage,
and I also think that Realpolitik — that political real-
ism which is so much mooted today — if it had any
result, would be extremely negative for Europe, since
it could lead to an agreement between the two super-
powers over the heads of European countries.

Finally, Madam President, I would like to mention the
Madrid Conference. Mr Berlinguer referred 1o an
initiative for a pan-European disarmament conference.
Clearly, we do not disapprove of this initiative, since it
is in line with the decisions which our parties have
already taken at the Congress which we held recently
in Madrid itself. However, we need to be very clear
and precise about this. We can attempt to follow the
road of a disarmament conference, so long as it does
not have the final result of neutralizing Europe — a
result which would be damaging to Europe’s interests.
Therefore, to the extent that we believe we represent
an undeniable vocation — the peaceful vocation of
Europe — we can leave no stone unturned in pursuit
of disarmament, provided of course that this disarm-
ament is fully guaranteed and that our bonds of alli-
ance with the United States of America are not weak-
ened.

President. — I call Mr Moller.

Mr Meller. — (DK) Madam President, I should like
to comment on what the rapporteur of my group, Mr
Fergusson, said a short while ago. It is written that the
last shall be first, and on this occasion I should like to
say that it could also be written that the least shall be
greatest. We are taking leave of Mr Thorn as Presi-
dent of the Council and by his effort in the past half
year, when I have had occasion to watch his perform-
ance, he has shown that he has the ability to come
from the smallest of our Member States and have a
very big influence on the policy of Europe and of the
Community. I would like to compliment him on this
and thank him as a representative of a small country.
Because it is clear that we also encounter challenges to
our membership, we are told that we have no say. But
now it has been shown that the smallest country can
contribute something. This is to Mr Thorn’s credit and
we will be happy to see him again in January as Presi-
dent of the Commission.

Next, a few comments on Mr Thorn’s intervention.
First I would like to ask him if he has any comments
on the Norwegian Prime Minister’s, Mr Nordls’s,



128 Debates of the European Parliament

Moller

démarche  wvis-d-vis the Community. For us in
Denmark at least it would be very gratifying if what
happened in 1972 in the Norwegian referendum, when
the people said no to the Community, could somehow
be put right.

Next let me say to Mr Thorn that I feel that under his
presidency we have really succeeded in achieving posi-
tive results at the Foreign Minister’s meetings, thereby
giving Europe an identity and an image in world poli-
tics. This is perhaps the reason why we now have the
démarche from the Norwegian side. For me this is
very important. I know well that some people regard
this as of somewhat less importance, namely those
who do not wish the Community to become a political
success and who on the contrary believe that it is
contrary to the Treaty of Rome to concern oneself at
all with politics and with a Council of Foreign Affairs
Ministers. I do not believe that this is contrary to the
Treaty. Even without a Treaty of Rome it would be
quite natural if the Western countries’ democracies
had a common foreign policy and a common approach
to 1.e. questions raised in the United Natlons, at the
Madrid conference, the Afghanistan question, the
hostages in Teheran, etc. One cannot demand nor can
one expect either that the nine foreign ministers
should meet to assert that they do not have the right to
pursue a common foreign policy. Because of course
they have the right to do so. They simply do not have
the right to bind the individual country’s parliaments
to pursue a particular course of action. Not everybody
is satisfied with this and so have decided to try to
establish a parliamentary basis for political cooperation
in their country.

Thus I see this presidency, which is now about to
change, as marking the successful development of the
European Community’s Council of Ministers which
has now again acquired a significance which was on
the point of disappearing since the Heads of State had
decided to follow their own counsel, whereby they
gradually shelved all the big decisions and resolutions.
But now the Council-of Ministers has again attained
importance and we are grateful for that. We hope and
I hope that your successor will live up to the status
which you have given the office and for which I
express my thanks.

President. — I call Mr Tindemans.

Mr Tindemans. — (NL) Madam President, I too
should like to pay tribute to the President-in-Office of
the Council of Foreign Ministers, Mr Thorn, on the
occasion of his final appearance — for the time being
at least — in this House in his present capacity. Our
thanks are due to him for the way he has done his job.

I should like to comment on a number of aspects from
his speech, and to begin with, I think we should give a
little thought to what political cooperation really boils

-

down to. It seems to be that we often waste a lot of
time dealing with problems which do not help Europe
to move forward, whereas political cooperation is an
extremely important aspect of the process of political
unification. You were quite right in saying, Madam
President, that political cooperation is not based on
any treaty. Allow me, none the less, to remind Members
that the Heads of State and Government at the
Summit Conference in 1973 adopted a text which
amounts to a fairly far-reaching commitment as
regards political cooperation. One sometimes gets the
impression that there is little in the way of continuity
as regards the commitments entered into by Heads of
Government in the field of European integration.
Allow me to read you the text approved in Copen-
hagen in 1973:

The governments will consult with each other on all the
important quesuons of foreign policy and will establish
priorities in accordance with the following principles:

— The aim of consultation is to seek a joint approach
in specific cases.

— The subjects must affect Europe’s interests, on or
outside our continent, in those fields where a
common standpoint is essenual or desirable.

— On these questions, each Member State under-
takes, generally speaking, not to finalize its own
position before consulting its partners in the
framework of political cooperation.

This was agreed and laid down in a text which
received the approval of the Heads of Government. It
therefore follows that it is not true to say that political
cooperation is not based on a treaty. If Europe wants
to establish its own identity, we must increasingly have
sufficient courage to adopt a specifically European
standpoint vis-d-vis the major international problems.
The text I myself formulated in 1975 says:

A European idenuty will not be accepted by the outside
world if the States of Europe are alternately united and
disunited.

The ball is therefore in our court. Let us go on from
there to see what we have committed ourselves to:

The difficulty is one of having to reach a common point
of view.

It is therefore not sufficient merely to discuss and
consult; the question is how we should arrive at a
common standpoint. In my report on European union,
I named four areas in which we have decided of our
own volition to speak with a single voice and to
develop a common standpoint. These four were our
relations with the United States, the problem of secur-
ity in Europe, the new economic world order — in
other words, the North-South dialogue — and the
probiems of the Mediterranean countries. Need I add
that the Group of the European People’s Party regrets
the fact that, as regards the special UN session
devoted to the North-South dialogue, the Nine are
split and have failed to adopt a common approach?



Sitting of Wednesday, 19 November 1980 129

Tindemans

Allow me to add here that, if we had made our posi-
tion clear earlier vis-d-vis the United States and had
worked out a common standpoint on the Mediterra-
nean — that is to say, the Middle East — there would
have been less need for us to improvise in the matter
concerning the Teheran hostages, and we could have
achieved a more unified approach on the part of the
West at this difficult stage in international affairs. That
is why I said we should adopt a common approach
after clearly formulating our own standpoint. And that
is why I rather regret the fact that we are now already
busy taking up positions regarding the newly-elected
US President. I believe I am right in saying that this is
a unique situation, in that we are now — to put it
diplomatically — categorizing or attacking a head of
government before even knowing what his policies will
be. There are heads of state and government in
Europe who are managing to work together without
sharing the same political views, and we do not see
any danger in that. On the contrary, it is absolutely
vital that they should be able to work together. 1
would therefore say that we should put off the really
difficult problems to give us a chance to see whether
we can arrive at a common standpoint. And let me
add, Mr President, that I deplore the Nine’s attitude
to Turkey, although I shall refrain from going into the
matter in detail right now. It is always a sad sight to
see a democratic regime overthrown and replaced by a
military regime. But why have the Nine failed to adopt
a clear, common standpoint on this matter? I am
thinking here of a government not a million miles
away from me, which has adopted an opposing atti-
tude. If we really want a common European foreign
policy, it seems to me that we must in principle be
capable of taking a common line at difficult moments
regarding a country like Turkey, which is after all not
that remote. We must wait to see what policy the
United States will be pursuing, but we already know
— at least, this is the impression we get — that the
newly-elected US President wants America to show a
greater element of leadership. In itself, we have no
objection to that — quite the contrary. However, it
does mean that the Euopeans will have to clarify their
policies so that we know what form cooperation will
be able to take in the future. In other words, we must
develop a more robust European sense of self-confi-
dence. On a number of occasions over the last few
months — and this is not intended as criticism — we
have heard suggestions that the European heads of
government have been inadequately consulted by the
White House. On the other hand, we have heard
complaints from the United States that the European
countries want to be consulted, but when it comes to
accepting their share of responsibility, their enthusiam
all too often wanes. Be that as it may, the moment has
now come to build a foundation for new and better
relations between the United States and Europe.
Perhaps we shall now have a fresh chance to put our
heads together, and perhaps now we shall be
consulted, in which case there will be grounds for a
change in attitude in Europe, in the hope that — and
this is the point I wanted to make — a proper dialogue

will come about between the Community and the
United States. This dialogue is something I have
consistently referred to: a dialogue on such matters as
energy policy, monetary policy and security. Questions
like these cannot be solved or even dealt with
adequately in isolation or in a climate of frosty rela-
tions. This is such an important point — we have only
to think of the Middle East issue — that it might only
take one misconceived air raid anywhere in the Middle
East to provoke a war — and you all know what I am
thinking about. Then there is the question of protect-
ing the shipping lanes. My group has already put
forward a proposal regarding our own supplies of —
for instance — oil. But that is not something we can
tackle alone: that is the kind of thing we need a proper
dialogue for. I think the moment has now come to try
to institute this dialogue with the new US Administra-
tion and thus to improve our mutual relations. Need 1
remind you that the world situation is anything but
rosy. We have only to think of Afghanistan, and in this
context [ was struck by the appositeness of Mr
Glinne’s remark to the effect that those doing the
fighting in Afghanistan were not so much rebels as
freedom fighters. They are indeed, and I hope that this
point is appreciated by all of us, including those who
have spoken about peace and détente in this debate. I
shall not draw any comparisons with events elsewhere;
I merely hope that these Members will give the free-
dom fighters in Afghanistan the same assistance or
sympathy that has been extended to people in similar
cases elsewhere; the fact is that I have heard no refer-
ence to any such assistance or sympathy on this paru-
cular occasion.

The second potnt I should like to make is that the war
between Iraq and Iran might be highly explosive if it
were to extend to the Mediterranean. Thirdly, there is
the question of South-East Asia, which the President-
in-Office of the Council himself referred to. I shall not
go into detail here, nor shall I discuss the tensions
between other countries in the Middle East. Leba-
non has not been mentioned here. Camp David has
only been touched on. But how do we see the agree-
ments between Israel and Egypt developing? Then
there is Latin America and the general question of
human rights.

That brings me on to the Madrid Conference. The
Helsinki Conference in 1975 was a glimmer of hope
for many people who followed developments on the
world political scene. We thought that — given good-
will — a new chapter could be written in the annals of
world affairs. Now, though, there are question-marks
over the meeting in Madnd. In Helsinki, the late Aldo
Moro spoke behalf of the Nine, and on that occasion
Europe spoke with a single voice. So far, we have
heard nothing to indicate that the Nine have taken a
similar decision with regard to the Madrid Confer-
ence. In other words, European political cooperation
has moved backwards rather than forwards since 1975.
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The conference in Madrid bears the title Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. When have the
Nine ever seriously discussed the problem of security
in Europe? To my knowledge, nothing of the kind has
ever happened. Let us not then indulge in mere polem-
ics and pretend we were in favour of détente and were
going to the Madrid Conference to discuss security,
when the fact is that we are not even aware of our own
security problem nor have we discussed it among
ourselves. Why, Mr Thorn, do we not discuss the
matter? Why do we lack the courage to tackle this
delicate problem?

In conclusion, let us summarize what we can do in the
field of political cooperation, which is rightly a matter
for this House. The fact is that there is more we could
do to take genuine steps towards improving the exist-
ing situation in the Community of the Nine, shortly to
become the Community of the Ten.

Let us make political cooperation an essenual element
of European integration. I think all the Members who
have spoken so far in this debate have expressed their
desire for peace and détente. I would add my voice to
theirs, but let me say also that we should not lose sight
of the question of European security.

President. — I call Mrs Hoffmann.

Mrs Hoffmann. — (F) Madam President, since the
situation in Turkey and its impact on the Association
Agreement with the EEC are again on our agenda, [
would remind you that in the course of a previous
debate which took place on the day after the military
take-over in Turkey, the Communist Group alone in
this House protested against the position of the Coun-
cil and of the Commission, which at that time con-
sisted in taking refuge behind the declarations of
intent of the new Turkish leaders regarding the rapid
restoration of democratic power in that country so as
the better to sanction the military take-over financed
by NATO and not to break off relations between the
EEC and Turkey.

Our motion for a resolution was rejected by all the
groups as was also an amendment tabled by us during
the budget debate asking that the appropriations for
assistance to Turkey be deleted until democracy had
been restored.

Both the initial decisions as well as recent events in
Turkey bring us to reaffirm our wholehearted
condemnation of the installation of a Fascist type
power in that country and to assure the democratic
forces which continue to oppose it of our full solidar-
ity. What has in fact happened since the take-over by
the Turkish military junta?

Firstly, the junta installed a new government whose
principal objective would be, according to the declara-

tions of its Prime Minister, the former Admiral Ulusu,
to ensure the harmonious functioning of all the organs
of a democratic and social State while respecting
human rights.

But it is a curious concept of democracy which
consists, inter alia, in strengthening the powers of the
commanders of the martial law declared in the
67 provinces and in prohibiting the progressive press,
the right to strike, and the freedom to meet and asso-
ciate, which means that today no political party, no
professional organization can exist publicly and fully
exercise its activity and that the Turkish Communist
Party still remains the only Communist Party to be
banned in Europe!

The restoration of order by the Turkish armed forces
since their take-over has involved 60 000 arrests since
12 September. It is State terrorism: the army and the
police assassinate openly in the streets, and in two
months 500 people have been killed.

Faced with this situation, what is proposed to us?
Firstly, by Mr Thorn, that EEC/Turkish relations
should continue as if nothing had happened since 12
September. Secondly, by the Socialist Group, to send a
delegation to investigate on the spot whether human
rights and democracy are really dead in Turkey.

What the Members of the House do not know,
however, is that an official invitation from the Turkish
military government has just been sent to the Bureau
of Parliament through the offices of Mr Fellermaier of
the Socialist Group! Thus, under humanitarian
pretexts, the proposal of the Socialist Group is in fact
complying with the wishes of the generals.

For us the situation is clear-cut. The Council, the
Commission and this House must condemn through
action, and not through hypocritical declarations, the
take-over of power by the military junta and the
assaults on democracy in Turkey. Why is it that these
institutions and the majority of Parliament, which are
usually so concerned about human rights and which
again and again do not hesitate to pose as an interna-
tional tribunal, prove to be so infinitely less touchy
about the democratic credentials of the applicants
knocking at the door?

In truth, the military coup d’état in Turkey has
nothing to do — and you are well aware of this —
with the restoration of democratic power. What is at
stake is quite different. The aim is to change the insti-
tutional framework so as to radically obstruct the rise
of the social opposition, to exclude the workers’
movement from the political life of the country and
thus to moor Turkey solidly to the imperialist system.
In order to comply with the instructions of the big
western financial institutions, in particular the IMF
which has just released the second instalment of the
loan granted to Turkey last June, it is of vital import-
ance to the Turkish bourgeoisie and the United States
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to try to bring the workers’ movement and its demo-
cratic organizations to heel.

For our part we will continue to press for the libera-
tion of all prisoners and the freedom of institutions,
political parties and trade unions, the presence of one
of whose leaders in the gallery of this House today I
should like to welcome. We will continue to oppose
any ploy designed to admit Turkey to the Community.

It is towards this end that we repeat our proposal that
the European Parliament demand the suspension of
relations between the Community and Turkey as long
as the military junta is in power.

President. — I call Mr Pintat.

Mr Pintat. — (F) Madam President, Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, first of all I wish to thank Mr
Gaston Thorn for the manner in which he is carrying
out his task and tell him how happy and proud we are
that he is crossing over to the other side of this Cham-
ber in January. He will in fact be the only one of us to
have been on both the right and the left and in the
centre of the floor, and Europe is lucky that such a
competent statesmen as he has studied our European
problems as a member of the three Community institu-
tions.

[ am going to speak on the problem of Turkey. There
is no doubt that the sudden intervention of the Turk-
ish armed forces in the political life of that country
was a shock to democratic opinion in our countries.
However, now that the initial adverse impression has
passed, we must analyse the situation objectively and
lucidly. Democracy had ground to a halt in that coun-
try, it had not been possible to elect the President of
the Republic, vacant administrative posts were no
longer being filled, no laws were being passed in
Parliament, 86 political assassinations had been carried
out in two months and the country was slipping slowly
into anarchy and civil war while it occupies a strategic
position of primary importance to Western defence.

However we must study the situation far more closely
and of course we must above all stand guard over
democracy in Europe watchfully and without waver-

ing.

We have none the less a number of precedents: there is
cooperation between the Community and countries
with political systems which differ from our own. The
countries of the Lomé Conventions, or even more so
Yugoslavia, do not share the same conception of
democracy. Furthermore, it is of vital interest to
Europe that Turkey, a country which borders on the
Soviet Union, does not become another centre of in-
stability and does not experience a situation similar to
that in Iran, which is provoking grave problems. We
must therefore do everything we can to help restore

democracy in Turkey as rapidly as possible and, to
that end, exert a certain amount of pressure on our
Turkish neighbours.

There are of course a number of reassuring signs. The
number of terrorist attacks has dropped in recent
months; neither the political parties nor the trade
unions have been officially dissolved; there are no
political trials; important economic recovery measures
which are indispensable to the restoration of the politi-
cal situation have been introduced and are beginning
to prove effective; the inflation rate has dropped
sharply; there are devious signs of détente in the
conflict between Greece and Turkey.

The objective is therefore to bring Turkey out of its
present situation as rapidly as possible. The plans for
the democratic process defined by our Turkish friends
themselves have been finalized. It will be necessary to
suppress extreme right and left-wing terrorism, to
set up quickly a new constituent body to draw up a
new constitution, to elect the President of the
Republic democratically as soon as possible, to hold a
referendum to adopt the new electoral law and to set
up a democratic assembly and government: this will
definitively ensure protection of human rights and
freedom of the press.

" The task has been mapped out, but the past is the best

guarantee of the future, and Turkey has already
shown that with a GNP of between 700 and 800
dollars per capita, it has been one of the very few
countries of the world to have a system of democratic
liberries comparable to those of countries with a GNP
ten times greater, i.e. between 7 000 and 8 000 dollars
per capita.

As a former member of the Joint Turkish-European
Parliamentary Committee, a position I held for six
years, I can bear witness to the friendship which the
Turkish people have always borne us, and to the soli-
darity and strength of the democratic feeling in that
country. It has a recovery plan which has the support
of the IMF, the OECD and the World Bank. Its debts
are far lower than those of Yugoslavia, Brazil or the
countries of Eastern Europe. There are thus definite
possibilities for recovery.

It would be a very grave error and a great injustice not
to assist this country. Furthermore, in the past we and
our American friends have done all that was necessary
in this sphere. Did we perhaps commit psychological
or economic errors? We must ask ourselves this ques-
ton.

It is for this reason that the Liberal and Democratic
Group believes that we must aid Turkey and that the
Community must immediately see what can be done to
assist economic recovery, because without a sound
economy In that country there cannot be any social
policy and thus no true democracy. In that way we
would be all the better armed to exert the necessary
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diplomatic pressure on the Turkish leaders to respect
and, iIf possible, speed up the timetable for the re-es-
tablishment of true democratic institutions.

President. — I call Mr Penders.

Mr Penders. — (NL) Madam President, I should
like to begin by thanking the President-in-Office of
the Council, Mr Thorn, not so much for the speech he
gave this morning — although I thank him for that too
— as on the occasion of his final appearance here in
his present capacity. He has not always had an easy
ride; let me remind you of the debate on his dual role
as President-in-Office of the Council and President-
elect of the Commission. I wish him every success in
his new position and thank him most sincerely for
everything he has done for us.

Moving on to the matter at hand, Mr Thorn said in his
speech that European political cooperation as yet
amounted not so much to a common foreign policy as
to a ‘sincere effort’. To my way of thinking, though,
either you have political cooperation on foreign affairs
on the part of a Community of nine Member States or
you do not. There can be no half measures here, and
that being so, I believe the European Parliament must
protest at the Guadeloupe meeting between the United
States on the one hand and the United Kingdom,
France and Germany on the other. I have on previous
occasions tabled written questions on this matter, and
have received the all-too familiar and meaningless
answer that we Members are used to getting.

It is o my mind intolerable that Chancellor Schmidt
should go to Washington and first of all consult Presi-
dent Giscard and Mrs Thatcher without consulting the
Nine. That kind of thing is simply unacceptable. It
would appear that consultations take place in Wash-
ington every fortnight between the ambassadors of
the United Kingdom, France and Germany and the
Under-Secretary of State — not Mr Muskie himself,
but nonetheless a very high-ranking politician. That
too is unacceptable as far as the Nine are concerned; it
is truly scandalous and must stop.

May I be allowed to comment very briefly on the
Congress of the Socialist International in Madrid? In
ieself, I fully approve of an international assortment of
parties getting together and holding discussions. That
1s something the Christian-Democratic World Union
does too, and it is good for foreign policy cooperation.
I must say, though, that I found the statement on the
Middle East extremely disappointing. There was no
mention of the Jerusalem law, no mention of the
Israeli settlements policy and no mention of the PLO.
And all that so as not to offend Mr Perez. That seems
to me to be a great pity.

It is also at variance with the very positive attitude of
the Socialist Group in this House, an attitude I paid

tribute to in the debate on the European Council’s
declaration in Venice on 13 June 1980. Mrs Van den
Heuvel was the spokesman for the Socialist Group in
that debate, and she referred in very favourable terms
to the declaration and the point dealing with the possi-
ble mission to be undertaken by Mr Thorn. The very
essence of the Venice Declaration was that an attempt
was to be made somehow or other to get the PLO
involved in the search for a solution. And that was the
great merit of Mr Thorn’s mission, despite what may
appear to be rather meagre specific results. That was
why the Socialist Group adopted its very positive atti-
tude, and it was something I was very pleased to see. It
is therefore all the more deplorable that the Socialist
International meeting in Madrid should have made no
mention of the matter. That is something I really
deplore.

Turning very briefly to the question of Turkey, I am in
favour of not taking any decision on this matter. We
must still give Turkey the benefit of the doubt,
although that is not a stance we can maintain ad infini-
tum. I believe that this House should review the situa-
tion in Turkey on a regular basis, that — if the mili-
tary regime continues in power — we must press for
the restoration of democratic conditions and that a
decision one way or the other must be taken during
the first six months of 1981, when the Netherlands
holds the presidency of the Council.

President. — I call Mr Spicer.

Mr Spicer. — Madam President, there may be some
merit in being the last speaker before lunch. I certainly
hope so. Madam President, we are honoured today in
having with us Senator Inan, formerly the joint chair-
man of the EEC-Turkish Committee who was for
many years involved in politics in the Justice Party, but
left the Justice Party and returned as an ambassador
for his country in Switzerland. I think it is an apt
commentary on the state of affairs in Turkey that a
man of his ability could leave government, I would say
in parenthesis perhaps in disgust, and go back to the
job of being ambassador. He is a recipient of the gold
medal of this Parliament and I know and have worked
with him over the years and know him to be a true
democrat.

We all know, Madam President, the crucial import-
ance of Turkey and if we did not know it, it is of
course always emphasized for us by our Communist
colleagues, who make a lot of noise about freedom
and democracy returning to Turkey, but what do they
really mean?

I am not concerned with the fiction of democracy. I
am concerned with the facts as we have seen them;
those of us who have been involved over the past five
or six years with events in Turkey have seen the drama
unfold. What sort of democracy is it that can move
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from one government to another government and
back again, can move from Mr Demirel and the
Justice Party back to Mr Ecevit — and speaking of Mr
Ecevit, there were many people on all sides in Turkey
who welcomed his arrival, some of them in a muted
way, but they believed that with Mr Ecevit there was a
chance for democracy to survive. But inch by inch
those of us who have been there, not those who
observe by sitting round in here, have seen democracy
fall in Turkey. When you reach the state of affairs
where over 25 people a day are being slaughtered by
the left and by the right, then surely there must be a
change. Because you are seeing the death throes of
democracy, a travesty of democracy and not demo-
cracy in fact.

Some people have called it a coup d’état in Turkey.
But it is no coup d’état when those who take over
power In a country warn the government three, four,
five times in the last eight months and say we cannot
continue like this. That is exactly what the army did
and they took over unwillingly. I am very grateful to
Mr Haferkamp for the words that he said about the
need for us to continue to meet and talk with our
Turkish colleagues. Over the past five years we have
had gaps of a year, eighteen months or two years
when we have not had an opportunity to meet them
and I believe that we have suffered in the Community
as a result of that. We need to meet them. We need to
monitor what is going on in Turkey.

Madam President, I will close by just quoting for you
the words of the President of Turkey, which I think
need to be looked at again by us over the next six or
nine months: “The Turkish armed forces have repeat-
edly proved their loyalty to the concept of parliamen-
tary democracy. They now intend in the shortest
possible time to constitute a Council of Ministers to
which they can hand over executive power. A constitu-
tion will be drawn up that is worthy of the Turkish
nation. It will include proper laws to govern elections
and the conduct of political parties so as to prevent
any recurrence of the recent disreputable blocking of
the parliamentary system. The ruling of Turkey can
then be handed over to an administration which will
give priority to the development of national solidarity
whilst attaching prime importance to human rights and
the peace, security and prosperity both of the indivi-
dual and of society as a whole’

If we have one role in our association agreement it is
that we in this Parliament should be prepared to moni-
tor this, to go to Turkey and to say to the President
and to those who now hold the reins of power, how
are you getting on with what you have promised us in
the European Parliament and once you are in the
Community, would like to carry out?

That, Madam President, is a task that those of us who
have served on the Joint Turkish-European Parlia-
mentary Committee would take up gladly if the

Bureau of this Parliament would do us the honour of
allowing us to continue in our work.

President. — Since the remaining speakers on the list
wish to speak this morning and since Mr Thorn must
close the debate, as he is unable to be present at the
beginning of the afternoon, I propose — and apolog-
ize to the staff for this — to conclude the debate
before lunch. I ask everybody to be brief.

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Madam President, since this
Parliament imposes silence instead of arranging speak-
ing time, and since Mrs Veil and the bureaucrats who
govern us are forcing me to speak for just one minute
— of which I have already taken ten seconds — I will
have to gag myself or once again recall the historic
precedent of a general, and not of a member of Parlia-
ment, namely General Cambronne. I will not do so.
Because indeed I lose all respect for this institution as
long as it is governed in this manner.

To Mr Thorn, I should like to say that I will not force
a quarrel with him blaming him for what primarily
Pariiament itself must take the blame for. It is outra-
geous, in view of the attitude taken by the majority of
this Parliament — and by the Socialist International —
towards Turkey, to complain and to hold the Presi-
denr of the Council of Ministers responsible for what
was determined by the Socialist International itself and
by all the other groups of this House, with the excep-
tion, for once, of our Communist colleagues.

Having said that, Madam President, I only want to
add that in this Parliament we are not permitted to
speak. Our rights are waived. It would be amusing and
not just grotesque if a Parliament somewhere in the
Communist world were to express solidarity and
become indignant at the thwarted rights of our
Members.

As regards Turkey, as I have said we are the accom-
plices of torturers and shameful and treacherous

" generals. As regards the existence of our Community,

we are acting increasingly as a cover for other inter-
ests, and the fact that Mr Gaston Thorn is a coura-
geous European is not enough. Even if he is Gaston
Thorn, he has only been able to do as much as he was
permitted to do. I say this frankly. His political views
differ from mine but I respect his determination. I
respect far less, Madam President, this Parliament
which reduces us to the situation in which we now
find ourselves.

President. — I call Mr Antoniozzi.

Mr Antoniozzi. — (I) Mr President-in-Office, I have
been listening carefully to your speech and I am most
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grateful for what you have told us. I trust you will
allow me to say, with my usual candour and, of
course, the great respect I have for you, that I would
have appreciated it if some of your points about the
future prospects for international political cooperation
had been made rather more forcefully and convinc-

ingly.

You have pointed out that you are now in the last few
days of your term of office and that your mandate will
thus, at your own choice, be coming to an end. I do
realize the effect that this will also have on the contri-
bution you bring to this House. I say this not just on
your account but also in connection with what was
said about the President-in-Office of the Council
during an earlier debate. Your mandate is in reality
oo short: six months, with all that can happen in six
months and not forgetting the summer recess and holi-
days, really is too short a term in which to become
involved in any programme which will bring tangible
results.

I believe that this is one of the problems which we will
have 1o face when we debate at greater length the
problems arising from the roles of the institutions and
the relations between them. Mr Tindemans gave us a
very timely hint of that this morning when he
reminded us of the many proposals still awaiting
discusston in this House: his own report, the report of
the ‘three wise men’ and many other very significant
documents. I realize, Mr President-in-Office, that it is
not easy to do these things and say them in a particular
way, but I would have liked to see you a little more
decisive about them, a little more explicit and a little
stronger.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, Europe is in my
view far stronger than it was in the past. Having heard
speeches from various quarters, but particularly that of
Mr Berlinguer, I was particularly satisfied to hear
some of the things he said and I could not help think-
ing that had such a spirit prevailed at the time the trea-
ties -— including the Treaty of Rome — were
approved, we would never have ended up in this situa-
tion. Even those who were basically against Europe
are now convinced that Europe can and should lead us
towards specific horizons.

I hope you will allow me a short digression on the
problems of substance which have been discussed. Mr
President-in-Office, if I may I will divide the present
international problems into three categories, I would
say that there are some situations which are extremely
serious, unacceptable, where one country invades
another with the intent of altering the international
balance. Here I am referring to Afghanistan. There are
others, likewise serious, where there is indirect inter-
vention, supplies of military and strategic equipment,
military advisers, and special encouragement of terror-
ist organizations and political training. Thirdly and
lastly, there is the type of problem arising from the
internal situation of individual countries amongst

which we find, for example, Turkey. It is my belief,
Mr President-in-Office, that in this order of things
our own initiatives should be limited to demands for
international cooperation within Europe, and that this
should in turn be sufficient.

As far as the Madrid Conference is more specifically
concerned, in the meeting of the Political Affairs
Committee held a few weeks ago, we asked Mr Thorn
to stand firm on the subject of human rights. You
honoured this request, Mr President-in-Office, and
you or your successor will continue to do so because
although the question of cooperation in Europe as it
touches on détente and disarmament is of great
importance, the question of human rights governs
every area influenced by these policies and, they should
certainly be developed.

I therefore expect the promises given by the Turkish
generals when they took over by force to be kept. The
Army then declared that their own intervention was
justified by the terrorism, by the paralysis of the legis-
lative process and by the lack of agreement on the
election of a President.

We now call on them to keep those promises and to
bring about a gradual return to democracy: it is of
direct concern to Europe, for Europe must ensure that
it lives up to its own principles.

President. — I call Mr Capanna.

Mr Capanna. — (I) Madam President, the outra-
geous situation arising from the breach of Rule 28
means that I too have only a few seconds in which to
speak.

Since I am in such a ridiculous, such an offensive posi-
tion, I propose to say only one thing. We can go on
thinking whatever we like here, but until the Palesti-
nian resistance — the PLO — is recognized as the
legitimate representative of their four million people,
the shadow of war will still hang over the Middle East,
no matter how the war between Iran and Iraq ends.

There was, as I recall, in the Senate of ancient Rome
— where they were able to speak with a good deal
more freedom than in this House — a senator called
Cato who had the habit of closing his speeches — even
when he was discussing something completely differ-
ent — with the statement that in his opinion Carthage
ought to be destroyed.

I shall henceforth be doing likewise: every time I speak
in this house, even on something completely different,
I shall conclude by repeating that the Nine must
recognize the Palestinian resistance.
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President. — I call Mrs Macciocchi.

Mrs Macciocchi. — (F) Madam President, the first
part of my statement will be a procedural motion. I
want to emhasize that Rule 28 has been infringed once
again. I wish to tell you, Madam President, that we
are tired of a Parliament in which, having waited three
or four hours, we have finally the right to speak for
one minute. | make a formal and definite protest by
telling you that we no longer wish to participate in
certain important debates such as that opened today
by Mr Thorn’s speech as long as we are placed in the
present intellectually and politically humiliating situa-
tion, namely that we are unable to speak and comment
seriously on what has been said. I wish to emphasize
further that Rule 28 is being violated by the very fact
that it stipulates that the President shall allocate speak-
ing time to allow for a discussion on a debate, and not
for a day of debate. We are thinking here in particular
of the Technical Coordination Group. Well, for a
whole day’s debate, we have had one minute per
person!

It is scandalous, it is disgraceful and in spite of the
good offices which I have often employed within the
various committees, and even within my own Group,
because sometimes voices were raised too much, well
today at the exhausting end of such a discussion where
enormous problems remain, I find it necessary to tell
you that we have no confidence in such management
of Parliament’s debates. In future, if Rule 28 is to be
applied in this fashion, we will refuse to participate in
Parliament’s activities. To put it bluntly, I will leave
the House and ask my colleagues to leave with me
because there is permanent infringement of the Rules
of Procedure! As regards Mr Thorn’s statement I
would like to tell him that having listened carefully —
he spoke of a ‘difficult’ beginning to the Madrid
Conference — I think it would be more appropriate to
use some other term and to state quite plainly that the
Madrid Conference has failed or is about to fail.

The third basket is at the root of this imminent failure
in Madrid; there is not only the issue of human rights,
there is also the question of Afghanistan. And I repeat,
Mr Thorn, that the great problem of our age is this
aggression on the part of a nation. And I want to see
what it is going to say, this European Parliament
which is constantly referred to as if it were a sort of
‘good Samaritan’ — and indeed you yourself are
regarded as a ‘good Samaritan’, Mr Thorn, through
your good offices. Is this Parliament going 1o say: let’s
show our good will towards the aggressors? I some-
times wonder if these aggressors do not, at the very
moment of throwing their napalm bombs, of sending
their armies, of arming themselves to the hilt, if they
do not at that very moment appeal for aid to the good
Samaritans, the do-gooders, the advocates of détente,
peace and disarmament. And in the final analysis we
will all be happy because a big conference, an inter-
minable conference on disarmament will be opened in

Madrid. And we will also say that we have spent our
day in doing good works. Well, then, I propose that
perhaps you should bring your knitting here. We
could knit socks for the fighters in Afghanistan and
send them off; perhaps that would be more useful!

President. — I shall inform the next meeting of the
Bureau of your remarks on the interpretation of
Rule 28. '

I call Mr Thorn.

Mr * Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council —
(F) Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, the hour
is 100 late, the Chamber too full and I have been the
subject of too many compliments from Members of
this House for me to inflict another long speech on
you. I shall therefore be very brief.

I should like first of all to thank all those honourable
Members who have been kind enough to speak in this
debate. It is not for me to reply to their comments and
I shall confine myself to replying on a few points of
fact.

I should like to say to my very good friend Mr Tinde-
mans that, of course, what he put forward in his report
is still, unfortunately, valid — unfortunately because it
has still not been implemented.

We must apply ourselves in our various ways to ensur-
ing that we finally put into effect — and I would like
all the governments to remember this — what was
planned in Copenhagen and what his report, which
goes beyond Copenhagen, still envisages, since we
lack that common foreign policy we are becoming
increasingly conscious of the need for.

To Mr Penders and others my reply is that if I prom-
ised to be firm in Madrid and to expound certain prin-
ciples I can now say, in the telegraphic style I must
adopt, ‘I have been firm’ and ask you to read the
speech I made. It was certainly one of the most
uncompromising speeches made in Madrid. 1 said
what I had promised to say and I hope that the line the
Community has taken will be maintained.

I must, however, correct one little error. Many people
think that in Helsinki Mr Moro was the only one to
speak on behalf of the Nine. Each of the Heads of
State or Government spoke there. The President-in-
Office, Mr Moro, was thus not alone in making his
contribution, even if he did at one point speak on
behalf of the Nine. I too made a speech of behalf of
the Nine, the text of which had been adopted jointly. 1
will not try to hide the fact that our work as a
Community is perhaps not as intensive as it was for the
Helsinki Conference, but [ hope it will revive and that
cooperation will become increasingly close in the
course of this testing period in Madrid.
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As regards relations with the other countries in
FEurope, I would ask you to make a distinction
between information and participation. It is normal for
the countries of Western Europe to be interested in
political cooperation. But being interested is not suffi-
cient reason for being asked to take part. I too, as
Foreign Minister, would be interested in taking part in
certain meetings and knowing what is being said there,
but if I am not a member of this or that body or this or
that club, well, then I am not invited. A distinction
must be made here. At present, we inform all our
fellow members of the Council of Europe at ambassa-
dor level. As to holding a ministerial meeting with
them, you will appreciate that with the number of links
we have this is quite out of the question. And even
taking part with, as it were, observer status would not
be a good idea, for you know as well as I do that if
there were too many meetings and we spent all our
time like that you would be justified in accusing us in a
sense of diluting the Community. There is a real prob-
lem here, and I pointed this out when I took my leave
of my colleagues in the Council of Ministers, who will
have to turn their attention to this at their next meet-
ing. I think you must all join with us in giving some
thought to one of the possible solutions. Is this not a
task which the Council of Europe, where one often
wonders about points to be put on the agenda, should
assume in the future? That is where we, the Commu-
nity, come together with the other non-member coun-
tries of Europe. Why not develop in that body not just
an exchange of information but a dialogue?

On Turkey, I have nothing to add to what I have said.
We condemn the coup d’état and the military take-
over, indeed we can hardly do otherwise when a coun-
try passes from a democratic to a military regime.

What I am going to say now in no way alters that.
However, as many of you have stressed, we must
nonetheless see what Turkey was like before and as
realists we must be capable of qualifying out attitude a
little. We as governments — I am speaking for the
Council — cannot simply condemn in the name of
general morality. We have expressed our condemna-
tion, but subsequently we have to face realities and say
that if we take such and such an attitude the consequ-
ences will be such and such, while if we take a differ-
ent attitude the consequences will then be correspond-
ingly different. We have thus done some heart-search-
ing. We have taken the view that to drop Turkey
today would be worse thany trying to influence it, and
if the Council as such has not had an official session
on Turkey do not imagine for all that, ladies and
gentlemen, that the various Foreign Ministers in the
Council have not tried to exert all their influence,
including efforts at the last ministerial meeting of the
Council of Europe.

Furthermore, in passing judgement on our attitude,
which some people regard as ambiguous towards
Turkey but which is not in fact, do not forget the
importance of any gesture vis-d-vis Turkey at a time

when Greece is about to join the Community while
Turkey is left outside. Not to mention the effect of
any gesture in this field on the situation in Cyprus. All
that is something a politician, who is bound to be a
realist, must take account of, whether he likes it or
not. Something must be done, Mr Pannella, to
improve the situation in Cyprus, and if we break
completely with these people we shall only complicate
matters. [ would not, for my part, like to take on the
responsibility for interfering with any future resump-
tion of the Cyprus dialogue.

Thirdly, when you take us to task for not having
enough contact with Parliament in the field of political
cooperation, allow me to assure you, in all sincerity,
that you are mistaken. Do not forget that political
cooperation is not something permanent like the
foreign policy we have in each of our countries. Politi-
cal cooperation means contacts between officials, it
means an exchange of information on a large scale but
at ministerial level. It is not a permanent reality, it is
two meetings in each six-month presidency. That is to
say that at ministerial level we have met twice for a
few hours under my Presidency and then I have spent
three and a half hours with the Political Affairs
Committee on two occasions. In other words, I have
spent more time talking to the European Parliament
about political cooperation than the time taken by
political cooperation at ministerial level. That is the
point that is overlooked, and you will appreciate that
if you held two political debates each month and asked
me whether there was anything new I would have to
reply ‘No, there is nothing new.” Because there is only
one meeting every three months, lasting three hours.
That is the problem. That, to be honest, is the reality
we should remember from time to time. You must
understand that while we have done a great deal to
improve relations with Parliament you will inevitably
be frustrated if you ask us for news every fortnight.
that is not possible from the Council’s point of view.

Now the last point, the Middle East. Here too, I must
correct an error. Mr Blumenfeld says we have allowed
the PLO presidency to be brought forward. Firstly, it
is not for us to decide on the rotation of the presi-
dency among our partners in the dialogue, just as we
would not allow the other side to decide when a parti-
cular country was to hold the presidency of our
Community. This is laid down, and everyone knows it.
It is a question of principle. Secondly, I think,
Mr Blumenfeld, that you are making a mistake: the
PLO presidency has not been brought forward but
was liable to come up from one conference to the next.
The order of precedence has not been changed. We
have known for months that the PLO would assume
the presidency.

For the Middle East in general, you must appreciate
that things are said in committee which cannot be said
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in plenary session. I agree with you, Mr Blumenfeld,
and with all the other speakers who have drawn atten-
tion to the changes there have been. We also know
there has been an American election, but I think we
are too much prejudging the intentions of the Ameri-
can administration, which we do not yet know. Let us
try, as Mr Tindemans said, to forge closer links with
our American friends — and this is much needed —
but we should not, as of now, try and calculate what
their policy will be, how far it will be inflexible on this
or that point.

As regards the Middle East, then, the fact that there is
a war between Iran and Iraq, the fact that there are
now other flashpoints, is no reason for us to neglect
the Middle Eastern question. I would suggest — and I
would ask you to follow this through to its logical
conclusion — that it might be better at a time, and
here I agree with you, when the existence of the State
of Israel has been shown not to be the only source of
trouble in the Middle East — in other words when
some of the heat has been taken out of the situation or
when attention is perhaps no longer concentrated so
exclusively on the PLO — would it not be better,
would it not perhaps now more than ever be the time
not to escalate our involvement, not to be hasty, but to
continue to think the situation over? I agree with you
that we should not take time off for reflection, but
must, on the contrary, continue to think the situation
over calmly, without excessive haste, and that it is
preferable to try and deal with this problem coolly
rather than acting always in the heat of the moment
when we are under pressure to act quickly.

President. — I have received two motions for resolu-
tions with request for early vote, pursuant to Rule
47 (5) of the Rules of Procedure, seeking to wind up
the debate on the oral question (Doc. 1-507/80) on
the sttuation in Turkey:

— motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-605/8C) by Mr de la
Maleéne on behalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats;

— motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-606/80) by Mr
Glinne on behalf of the Sociahst Group.

These requests for an early vote will be put to the vote
at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

The debate is closed.
The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 p.m.
The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1-25 p.m. and resumed at
3p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR MJLLER

Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

6 Decision on the adoption of the annual report on the
economic situation in the Community

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-552/80), drawn up by Mr Moreau on behalf of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on

the

proposal from the Commission to the Counal (Doc.
1-517/80) for a draft decision adopting the annual report
on the economic situation in the Community and laying
down the economic policy for 1981.

I cal. Mr Moreau.

Mr Moreau, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, Parliament is examining the annual
report on the economic situation at a difficult time for
both the Community and the peoples we represent
here. The economic crisis is continuing and spreading,
whilst the construction of Europe is bogged down and
seems unable to decide which way to turn. That is why
public opinion is largely uncertain, and why it fears for
the future. This in turn creates an unhealthy and
dangerous atmosphere for the development of the
values on which our Community is based, namely
democracy, solidarity, freedom and responsibility.

It is up to Parliament to raise the alarm and speak out
loud and clearly to those who run our countries. Are
we prepared to play our part effectively? The discus-
sion which took place in the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs urged me to caution as to what
the future may hold. The report before you today was
in fact adopted by 5 votes in favour and 11 absten-
tions, one of which was my own. Disregarding the
clashes between ideas and interests which are unavoid-
able in any democratic and mulu-party system, I see
this as a sign of Europe’s inability to reach a majority
opinion on what has caused our present situation, and
indeced on what means should be found and imple-
mented in order to achieve the aims laid down for the
Community by the Treaties. This situation is both
dangerous and demoralizing for public opinion in our
countries.

I also noted from the wide variety of appraisals made
during our deliberations how difficult it is for us to
gain control of the economic factors, both present
and future. That is why my general attitude is one of
rejecting any judgement which might be too hasty.
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Parliament exists in order to remind everyone that
Europe is first and foremost the expression of a desire
1o live together, but with respect for our differences, in
order to gain control over our future in the social,
economic and political spheres. This amounts to
rejecting any alleged inevitabilities or blind surrender
to economic or political laws which it is suggested
must be imposed.

However, the question really is, Mr President,
whether our Parliament has the means to sway the
decisions taken by the Community and its Member
States. My committee is not entirely satisfied with the
way in which we are consulted on economic and
monetary cooperation, or to be more precise with the
way in which the annual report on the economic situa-
ton 1s examined. Should we abide strictly by the
Council decision of 18 February 1974 and not go
beyond it, or should we go further and really involve
Parliament in these decisions? The answer is not
obvious, if one considers only the recent past and the
haste with which Parliament’s committee was forced
to work. In addition, the budget debate is not very
encouragmg as regards the Council of Ministers’ will-
ingness to take account of the opinions of Parliament.

The economic, monetary and social situation in the
Community is fraught with danger and uncertainty. If
we read the document prepared by the Brussels
Commission, then we are forced to admit that the
economic situation is worsening, even if it is not as bad
as it was in 1974 and 1975. Who today can say with
any certainty what the repercussions of the present
state of affairs in the Middle East will be on our
short-term economic development? Letyus, look at the
employment question, for example. Commission fore-
casts, made in September 1980, predict a 6-8 %
unemployment rate, which means 8 million unem-
ployed, this figure will mainly hit young people and
women. It is several decades since a similar figure was
reached in Europe. The Commission states that other
economic factors such as the balance of payments defi-
cit will improve in 1981, and that there will be a reduc-
tion in inflation rates.

Another feature of the worsening of our situation —
and I think this is very important — is that the econ-
omies of the Member States continue to develop along
diverging lines. According to the criteria applied in the
report, there are three groups of countries existing
side by side. The gap between them is constant and not
narrowing. This is very detrimental to the further
development of the European Monetary System, for
example. It also increases the danger of Europe falling
apart both economically and socially.

Up to now, it seems to us that the Council of Ministers
has shown no resolve to remedy this situation and to
take the necessary steps to set it right. In our opinion,
we can only achieve this aim if action is taken simulta-
neously on several fronts. Inflation must be opposed,
but not at all costs. All the causes of inflation must be

fought not just wages. In most of the Member States,
we can see a slow-down in the rise in wages and staff
overheads, but this has not necessarily led to any signi-
ficant reduction in inflation rates. Inflation must be
tackled in many ways, including in particular the
granting of real priority to the fight against unemploy-
ment and the creation of new jobs. These are the
prime objectives of any short-term economic policy.
This is a very important question which, I must point
out, has split the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs. Is creating new jobs the outcome of
monetary and financial policy, or should it on the
contrary be a priority obJecuve, just like the fight
against inflation or maintaining external trade
balances?

[ feel that the battle against unemployment and the
creation of new jobs are just as necessary as fighting
inflation or monetary measures. If we wish action to
continue at European level and to be really supported
by our peoples, then, contrary to what certain people
think and what was said by some people in my
Committee, we cannot have one policy based on
reason and the other on the heart. The Community
and the Member States must rapidly implement poli-
cies which fulfil the real daily needs of their citizens.
No one here would deny that we need to give a new
competitive edge to our economy and to business and
industry in general. But, as I have already pointed out,
the price we have to pay for this must not be higher
for some than for others. We can all see that in the
present difficult situation, the relationships between
the two sides of industry is becoming strained, and
managers are trying unilaterally to force their employ-
ees into making sacrifices. Collective bargaining is
becoming more difficult. Naturally, this situation leads
some people to think that the time is ripe for taking
back the benefits won by, or granted to, workers. But
a policy of this nature is very short-sighted.

Europe as a whole and our various countries are going
through a very difficult period. Policy objectives and
the means needed to achieve them can only be decided
upon and applied with the help of the workers and
their organizations, at least in the economic field. This
is not mere sentimentality or wishful thinking: it is a
need which must be met. To overcome this situation,
which the Commission text refers to in its introduc-
tion, fundamental agreement must be reached between
all concerned. It is quite intolerable that it should be
the lowest-income or most dependent groups of work-
ers who have to bear the brunt of our present difficul-
ties.

The very real segregation which we can observe in all
our countries, between those who have work and
those who have not, between those whose purchasing
power 1s increasing and those whose income is drop-
ping, carries with it the seeds of dissent and a very real
threat for the future. It is time for Europe to find ways
of carrying out policies which more closcly correspond
to the interests of all Europeans. And in order to
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achieve this, it seems to me that we must meet three
challenges.

First of all the challenge of the economy. The
Community must quickly set up a system of industrial
cooperation, to facilitate both the successful com-
pletion of coherent reorganization of the indus-
trial infrastructure, and the implementation of joint
measures in industry, technology and research. If
energy policy is thought to be top priority, then it
should be backed up by the Council of Ministers’ real
determination to act and not just by a few declarations
of good intent. This is a complex problem because the
prevailing situation varies widely from one country to
another. The Commission has marked out some paths
we could follow. But these are no more than a few
steps in the right direction. Our deliberations on the
budget have, up to now, merely shown that the Coun-
cil of Ministers is reluctant to go too far towards more
daring policies. But, if Europe does not make specific,
and sometimes massive, investments in some Sectors,
then economic challenge now facing it will never be
met and the promised jobs will not be created.

Next, there is the social challenge. I have already
touched on this point during my last piece of explana-
tion. It seems to me that, in Europe, all technical
progress must be accompanied by progress in the
social field. To meet this challenge we must in particu-
lar have faith, a dynamic employment policy, work
sharing, and increased worker participation in every-
day economic affairs.

There is a lot of talk about the relationship between
shorter working hours and employment. Naturally,
the relationship is a complex one, but the problems it
poses should, nonetheless, not bring all progress to a
halt. Our Committee recommends the implementation
of a policy which combines various measures, leading
simultaneously to a reduction and a redistribution of
working hours, which would make the actual creation
of new jobs easier.

I have already said that technological change must be
accompanied by social progress. Many debates have
been held in this House on the repercussions restruc-
turing in various sectors of industry. I should like to
remind you of the major role the European Social
Fund should play in this connection and how impor-
tant and significant it is, in our opinion, to adopt social
plans for specific sectors of industry, above all for the
steel industry.

Lastly, we have the political challenge. The crisis
Europe is now undergoing requires the Commission
and the Council of Ministers to exercise their imagina-
tion, both in order to provide the Community with the
policies and resources it needs to correct the interplay
of market forces whenever our development appears
to be out of control, and also to enable it o play the
major role which falls to it on the international scene. [
am sorry that the Committee on Economic and Mone-

tary Affairs did not include in the proposed objectives
the Community’s participation on the setting up of a
new international economic order. We all know that
European union will only be a factor for progress in
the world if it takes effective and determined steps
towards the establishment of a new economic and
monetary relationship between the industrialized
countries and the developing countries. Arguments
about what name to give this must not hide this basic
necessity. If we do not make moves in this direction,
world peace will continue to totter on the brink of the
precipice.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, that is my conclu-
sion. It is my wish that this debate make clear the
determination of this House to tackle the problems
Europe is now faced with and that we should truly
take up the defence of the interests of the peoples of
all the countries in Europe, and of all the groups
which exist in our countries.

(Applanse)
President. — I call Mr Ortol..

Mr Ortoli, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (F) Mr President, please allow me to make an
introductory remark which I hope will be seen as that
of a person who pins a great deal in this debate. We
will have only a few minutes to present the annual
repcrt on the economic situation in the Community.
This is one of the major acts of this Parliament, one of
the achievements of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs and of the Commission. It gives us
an opportunity to decide whether we feel able to reach
agreement on a Community programme which is laid
down in some detail, or at least on its essentials. A
time when we should be discussing our opposing
points of view. There are many differences of opinion
in this House on how Europe’s affairs should be
conducted, not just economic affairs but employment
as well. I shall speak for only a few minutes.

You will no doubt understand me when I say that I
personally feel truly frustrated, both for myself and for
Parliament. I would like to see one day a real debate,
once a year at least, on how we should deal with the
main economic problems and questions of employ-
ment in conditions which would enable us to devote
the necessary hours, and not just a few minutes to
these questions.

As Mr Moreau reminded us, the economic situation 1s
described in the report. In 1979, during the debate on
this same subject, we were aware that the situation
would not be good but we all felt that it would be less
difficult than what we are faced with today. This is
true for growth, for our balances of payments and also
for inflation. In 1981 we expect the situation to be just
as difficult, and this will have a particular effect on
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employment, since we think that the unemployment
rate will reach approximately 6-8 % of the working
populauon in 1981. We expect inflation to slow down
somewhat and balance of payment deficits to be
reduced, but overall, we should expect, as Mr Moreau
said — or rather we should be prepared for — unfore-
seeable events which might well alter the present
picture for the worse.

Today, there are two types of positive factor. It would
appear that our economies might slowly revive from
the first six months of 1981 onwards and that inflation
might well slow down somewhat. The first signs of this
can already be seen in a certain number of countries. I
shall not go further into the current situation or the
outlook, Mr President, as I do not have time and 1
should like to say something about how we can work
together.

I shall only refer to a very little of what we said in our
report, and I shall keep to the basics.

The first fundamental point is that I think that coordi-
nating policies in the way we have started to do must
mean following a certain number of very basic
common guidelines. The first of these is that, given the
balance of payments situation we should try to avoid
acting too hastily to correct a situation which is of
necessity a long-term one, by this I mean that we
would only increase the deflation which cannot be
avoided in a situation such as that in which we are
today. As a result, I feel that we must collectively
avoid falling into the trap of correcting imbalances too
soon. This means — and this is the first strictly
Community factor — that we must do business
together and show solidarity, to help us to shoulder
our balance of payments deficits. This is the reason
why you will shortly have to discuss a proposal aimed
at considerably increasing the amounts, and qualifying
the terms and conditions, of Community balance of
payments loans.

My second point is that we all have budget policies
which must be very strictly applied. But, if we apply
our budget policies strictly ~— and this is particularly
true for some countries — we must be aware that,
should the situation be even less propitious, even more
difficult than we thought it was, then the countries
which have some leeway because of the general state
of their public finances should accept the repercussions
which a less favourable economic climate would have
on their budget deficit.

This would be adopting a Community attitude on a
problem such as the one I have just referred to; in my
view it would be a grave error to undertake action
which, because it is too rapid or too energetic might
sumulate deflation beyond the level which is at present
tolerable. Thirdly, we must set ourselves a number of
common goals in foreign trade, and in particular for
the recycling of capital, both in order to help in stabil-
izing this situation, and also to prevent international

trade from being affected more seriously than can be
foreseen at present, that is to say a growth rate of 2 %.
This is an area in which we can all take part in
common measures. I shall not go over this point in
detall, given the speaking time allotted to me, but I
feel that this must be one of the guiding lights of our
deliberations today.

Fourthly, the various types of discipline which we
must decide upon and which Mr Moreau has referred
to in his .report should take into consideration a
number of basic truths. We know, for example, that
wages and salaries will be likely to progress much less
favourably than they have in the past, and that this is a
prerequisite for economic recovery. This does not
mean that we should not bear in mind what is happen-
ing to the lessfaveured social categories, because we
all belong to a society in which problems of this nature
are an integral part of the goals we set ourselves and
which we must therefore take account of when we
state that we are prepared to accept some collective
sacrifices.

The second basic point, is that where the overall policy
we must pursue is concerned, I feel that we should all
be aware — as I believe Mr Moreau said last year —
that we can no longer simply make short-term projec-
tions. We must base our decisions on the medium
term, and on longer periods of time. And medium-
term projections should take account of the other
countries in the world from the point of view of both
energy constraints and the need to be competitive. On
energy constraints, this means that energy policy in the
Member States and at Community level is top priority.

The fact that this is one of our priorities is obvious
everybody knows it and everybody is saying it. I would
like to see this made a priority for action, that all
things we do, in particular in the investment field, are
geared to this objective. This is one of the reasons
why, in a whole range of documents, we have put
forward proposals in the economic and investment
spheres which help to highlight that this is a collective
goal at which we are aiming and that the Community
is prepared to acknowledge this fact publicly and bring
pressure to bear for this goal to be actually reached.

My next point concerns what I have called competi-
tiveness. This means that in the medium term we must
set up a policy which gives us the best possible chance
of lasting growth geared to demand and future
competition in foreign markets. But a policy of this
kind must be conducted in such a precise and readily
comprehensible manner as to lay bare its fundamental
characteristic namely, that it is an employment policy.
It is a policy aimed at creating jobs, establishing a
dynamic economy suited to job creation, and not an
economy which is on the defensive and which will
gradually narrow its scope and no longer be able to
meet the challenge of unemployment. It is along these
lines that we must conduct the work we do together.



Sitting of Wednesday, 19 November 1980 141

Ortoli

In conclusion, I should merely like to add that when
we speak of a consensus and of the Community, this
should above all mean that we have to share each
others’ views on our problems and objectives. It should
also mean that we undertake common actions outside
our Community. That we share responsibility for each
other and that, in certain cases — Mr Moreau referred
to some of them — we should pool our resources, in
order to help towards finding the right solutions and
actually applying them, whenever the Community
seems to be the right institution to act. But we shall
not succeed if we are unable to show, at both national
and Community level, that this type of policy is not a
policy of the intelligentsia or of technocrats or econo-
mists, but that it is a policy which is being pursued in
order to fulfil the real needs of Europe, where unem-
ployment is an obvious threat. In other words, what
you called our consensus, or to be more precise our
shared thinking on how we can work together, the
challenge we must meet, common European measures,
will not come to fruition if we cannot show that what
we are doing is not doctrinaire or theoretical but has a
specific objective which involves all the people in
Europe. [ should have liked to say more and go into
more detail, but I bow to the need for restraint.

President. — The list of speakers is now closed.

I call Mr Ruffolo to speak on behalf of the Socialist
Group.

Mr Ruffolo. — () Mr President, the rapporteur Mr
Moreau stressed in his report and in his speech how
serious the economic situation was, and Commissioner
Ortoli backed up this view. There is certainly no point
in going back over the facts in a few minutes, so I feel
that I should use this time to highlight one point which
unfortunately emerges from this analysis of our prob-
lems. Faced with this serious and difficult situation,
there is no Community short-term economic policy as
such. So much so that we ought to ask ourselves what
the proposals which the Commission is now making to
the Council, the decisions which the Council will be
taking, and the opinion of this House are really worth.

And yet the need to coordinate short-term economic
policies had become increasingly urgent between the~
first oil crisis and now. But the nine countries of the
Community have up to now proved incapable of cush-
1oning the effects of external economic difficulties by
implementing a real, concerted economic policy. This
fact has increased — not reduced — the disparities
between national economies and is jeopardizing the
European Monetary System itself. Parliament, in its
resolution on the EMS, had already pointed out how
precarious the system was because of internal tensions
and external pressures. In the last few months the
situation has become even more precarious. The
tensions have intensified and forced the monetary
authorities to intervene heavily in order to keep

exchange rates within the agreed margins of fluctua-
tion.

Mr President, how long will this national intervention
be compatible with the aim of achieving monetary
equilibrium between the individual countries, given
that no European monetary fund exists which would
enable us to set up a common reserve and intervention
mechanism? How and when will it be possible to set
up a common monetary fund, if economic policies are
not forced into some sort of coordination? These are
purely rhetorical questions. We have not heard
anything about the European Fund and Phase Two of
the EMS, nor for a long time have we heard any more
of the solemn promises made in their time by the
European Council, and this embarrassed silence shows
that the governments of Europe have, so to speak,
shamefully neglected their common responsibilities.

The Moreau report is quite right in linking the diffi-
culties of the short-term economic situation with the
deeper, more structural aspects of the economy which
would be involved in the setting up of a medium-term
policy for the Community. Unfortunately, we have no
grounds for excessive optimism in this respect either.

In the three most vulnerable aspects of its overall
structure — the energy crisis, industrial reorganization
and regional disparities — the Community has neither
a common policy nor a common view. It has even
given up work on the total review of structural prob-
lems under its ‘medium-term programme’. As it has
now almost reached the end of its term of office, the
Commussion has simply decided that there is no point
in working out a new programme. This is a strange
interpretation of continuity! As a result, we lack objec-
tives which would allow us to give a clear direction to
Community policies. The Moreau report refers to the
three challenges — economic, social and political —
which face our Community in the medium-term and
to the fact that no answers have been found to these
problems.

I should like to conclude my short speech, Mr Presi-
dent, by dwelling on a single issue which appears
crucial to me. On 1 January 1981, Greece will be join-
ing the Community. Spain and Portugal are to follow
in the years to come. It is not being somewhat hopeful
to think that the present so-called structural instru-
ments of Community policy — the Regional Fund, the
Social Fund, the Agricultural Guidance Fund — will
be sufficient to cope with the major imbalances this
will cause and which the Community is even now
incapable of handling? Should this not be an oppor-
tunity to completely rethink both these policies and
these instruments within the framework of a new view
of growth, to unite the existing funds in one European
Development Fund, and to set up a real European
development body capable of managing this fund
along Community lines, and not simply handing out
disjointed subsidies?
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These are not just rhetorical questions, Mr President.
My Group, the Socialist Group, is fully committed on
this basic point, and we hope that the new Commis-
sion and the Council will now take their cue from this
report in order to completely rethink this problem, so
that future reports on the economic situation in the
Community will not, as has unfortunately today been
the case, merely be opportunities for ritual lamenta-
tions.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr von Bismarck to speak on
behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party
(Christian-Democrat Group).

Mr von Bismarck. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we are now engaged in throwing stones at
the wrong person. We are lamenting like Jeremiah. I
agree with all the speakers who have preceded me.
The difference is that Jeremiah lamented to a single
god and we lament to many. This has never meant
success as far back as anyone can remember. I should
like, therefore, to approach this subject today, from a
different angle than that taken by the speakers who
preceded me, and I may shock them all by this, but I
shall do it nonetheless. I should like to talk about
Europe’s living lie.

In our opinion, the views, conclusions and pointers in
the report which the Commission has forwarded to the
Council, and which it has submitted to us for consulta-
uon, deserve our support. The basic premise of this
report is that a social market economy, which is the
very core of the Treaty of Rome, cannot function
correctly without stable currencies, and in particular
that a lasting success in fighting unemployment is
impossible to achieve. The Commission therefore
recommends that we continue to fight against inflation
with vigour and perseverance. This view should be
heartily approved.

We should also approve the view which states that
economic policy within the European Community
should be geared — as two speakers have already
pointed out — to a lasting improvement in competi-
tiveness in the best interests of all our citizens. This
means that we should ensure that research, technical
development and flexibility should be used to a greater
degree in industry so that higher productivity may be
achieved, and so that we may stop jeopardizing our
future by living on our national product because of
excessive consumer demand and also because of infla-
tion, which is inevitably linked to this and which
increases at the expense of the poorest of our inhabi-
tants. Anyone who is well-intentioned towards Europe
and its citizens must follow this basic precept and, in
our opinion, give it energetic support whenever neces-
sary and in particular in dealings with his own govern-
ment.

I really wanted to say something different, something
much more fundamental. Anyone who wishes to main-
tain — we ought unfortunately today to say save —
prosperity, peace and freedom in Europe, ought to
bring himself to face up to another much less unpleas-
ant and much more serious truth. He must reject the
living lie which is fatal to Europe. The lie according to
which, one day, like the seed from the flower,
so-called economic and monetary union will give birth
to the political union which we are now striving for!
This will not and cannot be the case. A social market
economy — mark you not any market economy, such
as we had in the last century — requires, according to
the basic notion behind the Treaty of Rome, a strong
central government. Do we have a central European
government? Do we have one head? Does the car of
Europe have a steering wheel? The answer is no! We
are governed, as the German Federal Republic was,
without a government and merely by the Federal
Council. Stable currencies? Healthy competition? Both
of these basic prerequisites for a social market econ-
omy, and in particular for social equality, are unthink-
able without a strong centralized system of govern-
ment. Anyone who is expecting to see polmcal union
develop from economic and monetary union is waiting
in vain. Because even economic and monetary union
cannot function without at least some sort of irrefuta-
ble central authority. Any continuation of the deci-
sion-making and executive power structures which
now exist within the Community — and on this point I
fully agree with the speaker who preceded me, the
rapporteur Mr Moreau — would sooner or later inev-
itably destroy the Community as a result of the
increasingly numerous and more serious crises.

It is not economic and monetary union which can
produce the federal political union we are aiming at.
As the proverb puts it, we must cut our cloth quite
differently. Only by achieving gradual political union
can we progress towards a social market economy,
and thereby put ourselves in a position to achieve our
social objectives, the foremost of which is full employ-
ment. It is only in this manner that social justice and
competitiveness are possible in Europe. Only when we
have political union will we have the strength, to guar-
antee our peace and freedom together with our federal
partners and to do our duty to the Third World,
which is extremely urgent and becoming more urgent
every day. It should be noted in particular that only a
free market economy pattern can be applied to the
concept of a federal or confederal Europe. A decen-
tralized system such as that which would exist in a
federal Europe can only be linked with a decentralized
decision-making structure such as that which we find
in a market economy. The two systems complement
each other. On the other hand a federal or confederal
concept which would be able to maintain the cultural,
spiritual and traditional identity of the peoples of
Europe and of their States within their frontiers and
maintain peace and security outside their frontiers,
cannot be linked to a centralized administrative
system.
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It is the conviction of my Group that during the discus-
sion of this annual economic report, as we stand at the
threshhold of 1981 and against the deadly serious
world political background, it is our duty as the first
directly-elected Members of the European Parliament
to cease to be a party to spreading the dangerous
fundamental misconception that all we need to do is to
continue earnestly working forward and one day a
Europe which is capable of functioning on a political
level will result from economic and monetary union.

It is much rather, ladies and gentlemen, our highest
duty 1o tell the plain, unvarnished truth to our fellow
Members in this House, and above all to European
public opinion, during this debate on what is for
Europe a very significant topic, economic policy,
which we in the Christian Democratic Group see as
serving our overall political goals, but in particular our
objectives in the field of social policy. It is our duty
during this debate on those factors which are decisive
for our future and, I repeat, also for our peace and
freedom — or, in a nutshell, on Europe’s chances for
existing and surviving — it is our duty to finally tell
the truth. If T have succeeded in so doing, I am
extremely gratified.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Hopper to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Hopper. — Mr President, we have w0 ask
ourselves what is the proper role of the European
Community as an organization where the management
of the economies of the nine Member States is
concerned. It is doubtful whether the Community has
a direct role in this domain. The budget is too small
and, furthermore, expenditure within the budget is, in
many cases, under the control of national govern-
ments, and therefore a part of national economic
policy. Where it is not, as under the common agricul-
tural policy, its effects are frequently too random to
form part of a coherent Community economic policy.

However, I believe that there is an important role for
the Community. It is very well described on page 7 of
the Annual Economic Report as defining a concerted
framework for action by Member States. The
Commission should prepare and publish just such a
framework in the short, the medium and the long-
term. And Ministers should meet with regularity — if I
may coin a phrase — in economic cooperation, as they
do now in political cooperation.

While companies in one Member State should
compete vigorously across national borders, the
Members States themselves should not conduct
national economic policies that are in competition with
one another. I refer in particular to what is known as
‘dirty floating’. Certain Member States have from time

to time, and sometimes more often than from time to
time, conducted an exchange rate policy which was
highly favourable to their own national economy and
correspondingly unfavourable to the national econo-
mies of other Member States. Indeed, it 1s no exagger-
ation to say that ‘dirty floating’ has been the single
greatest non-tariff barrier to trade in the European
Community. ’

This is too large a subject to develop in a brief speech.
The European Monetary System was not particularly
well thought out in the first place. It has never been
clear to what extent its objectives were political or
economic, or by what means they were supposed to be
achieved. Furthermore, the rules of the EMS, insofar
as we know them, appear to be more honoured in the
breach than in the observance. There are no published
statistics, but one has the impression that intervention
by central banks within the margins is widely prac-
used, although it is supposed not to occur. These
suspicions were voiced in the explanatory memoran-
dum contained in the excellent Ruffolo report which
this Parliament considered earlier this year.
Mr Moreau is right to describe the present system as
precarious.

Mr President, the European Monetary System needs
to be cast in a new mould. It requires a central supervi-
sory mechanism, possibly within the framework of the
Council of Ministers. There should be less emphasis
on keeping currencies within narrow bands of fluctua-
tion, which sometimes have little to do with current
economic realities. There should be more emphasis on
good monetary citizenship within the Community. It
should be made difficult for one Member State to
export unemployment ot other Member States by
exchange rate manipulations.

There are only two conditions under which a market
in goods and services can freely operate across
national borders. One is a system of clean floating.
The other is full monetary union, EMU. The first
should be our medium-term objective in a reconsti-
tuted EMS, the second must be our long-term aim. I
would ask Mr Ortoli, who is listening so attentively to
us, if the Commission will publish and prepare an
analysis of the critical path which will take the Euro-
pean Community from its present point of develop-
ment in monetary affairs to full economic and mone-
tary union. The European Democratic Group believes
strongly in EMU and has therefore moved an amend-
ment to Article 6 of Mr Moreau’s report with this in
mind.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Fernandez to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
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Mr Fernandez. — (F) Mr President, there are now
seven million unemployed in the Community. Inflation
is increasing at an estimated average annual rate of
between 12 and 13 %. Growth is stagnating at around
1% and the balance of payments deficit is rising,
amounting to 51 thousand million francs for France
alone.

Everyone in this House is talking about the crisis.
However, I can remember a time, only a few years
ago, when the hard truth of this crisis was not openly
admitted by all the political groups in this House.

Yesterday, Mr Deleau even said, when talking about
the steel industry, that the crisis was predictable. Yes,
it was predictable, yesterday and even today, and as a
result we can define its true causes and root them out
by denouncing those people who are really responsible
for the serious situation we are now in.

It is, however, strange to note that, here as elsewhere,
everyone is talking about the increasing seriousness of
unemployment, lasting stagnation in growth, the rise
in inflation, and no one mentions that it is above all
the policies applied by each Member-State and by the
Community which have brought us to this pass. Those
policies cannot in fact be termed failures because they
were deliberately chosen, and for us, the French
Communists and our Allies, they are quite unaccepta-
ble. Moreover, there is no point in claiming that we
can solve this crisis if we apply the same policies, the
same principles, and stick to a determination to reject
the needs and justified demands of the mass of work-
ers and the population of our countries.

In this matter, the workers are not being told the
truth, and it is far too easy to seek the basic causes of
this crists elsewhere. The Commission report one
again blames oil, but the same report stresses that the
oil bill will only account for 1-6 % of the gross
domestic product of the Community in 1980. So you
cannot put this crisis down to the alleged oil shock,
and it is economically absurd to claim that such a deep
structural crisis in the economy can be caused by a
product whose cost represents such a small part of our
economies. The Commission report itself puts forward
a different explanation: “The Community has entered
a phase of decline in demand and economic activity’.

Yes, there is a crisis in demand, but you cannot
approve and deliberately apply austerity policies which
maintain economic growth at a low level, and at the
same time complain that workers and ordinary people
are consumning and buying less and less.

As Communists, we condemn these austerity policies,
which are, moreover, the root cause of our present
crisis and of its worsening.

Lastly, this House asserts that investment is essential
and profits must be made. This, according to you, is
the only way of solving the problems of unemploy-

ment and inflation. Here again, the truth is not being
told.

In France, private-sector investment has dropped by
13-5 % since 1973, whereas profits over the same
period have constantly increased. Since 1974 profitsh
have doubled, while the number of unemployed has
trebled. In France today there are 1-7 million unem-
ployed, roughly one in every two of whom does not
receive any unemployment benefit.

We also know that the policies now being pursued in
France will inflict the terrible burden of 2 %2 or
3 million unemployed on the country in the next few
years.

Investment must, however, be made. We must invest,
foster French industry and create jobs. But at the
moment the multinationals, whose representatives you
are, prefer to invest in other countries, even in the
United States. This policy has meant that 600 000 to
700 000 jobs have been lost in French industry since
1974.

It should also be noted that only the large nationalized
enterprises such as SNCF, RATP, Air France, EDF,
Renault and others like them have increased the
volume of their investment from an index of 105 to
180 in five years. So it is the public sector which has
prevented the crisis from worsening, and it is this
sector which Community policies, as well as those of
the French Government, aim at gradually dismantling,
starting with transport.

In conclusion, Mr President, the French Communists
and their Allies cannot agree to the Commission of the
European Communities, in its report imposing direc-
tives on France, directives which are all aimed at
putting pressure on workers’ wages and on expendi-
ture for nationalized industry or social policy in
Member States. Mr President, we shall not accept
either austerity or supranational policies.

President. — I call Mr De Clercq to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr De Clercq. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, Mr Moreau’s report — along with a
number of other sources — reminds us of the major
problems — and their causes — facing us in 1980 and
1981. May I very quickly enumerate these problems
before going on to make certain suggestions. This year
and next year, economic growth in the European
Community will be very low. In fact, we are justified
in referring to a recession, and I am sure that everyone
is acquainted with the main reasons for this state of
affairs: the very sharp rise in the price of oil and the
restrictive monetary and budgetary policies pursued in
the various Member States. Clearly, these factors are
bound to generate a high level of unemployment. The
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forecasts are for 72 million people unemployed next
year, amounting to something like 7 % of the active
population of the Member States. The main cause for
concern is the prospects for the next five years, and
especially the problem of unemployment among young
people. There is every indication that this situation as
regards youth unemployment in particular will give
cause for great concern in the future. In the final
analysis, of course, the main reason for this sharp rise
in unemployment is the low level of economic growth,
and clearly, if we want to do something concrete,
effective and lasting about unemployment, we must
first of all take steps to stimulate economic growth.

The high rate of inflation is a third factor, and despite
the slight improvement we can expect, the European
economy will remain in a strongly inflationary climate
both this and next year.

Taking an average for the European Community as a
whole, our balance of payments deficit in 1980 will
amount to 43 000 million dollars, and there is no sign
of the situation improving next year.

The inadequate level of capital investment is a pheno-
menon which gives great cause for concern. Since
1974, the propensity to invest in the European
Community has fallen consistently. The reasons for
this phenomenon are well known: exorbitant pay rises,
a taxation system which in many respects is inappro-
priate, the reduced level of saving and — let us admit
— budgetary and monetary mismanagement in many
Member States. Another factor is the continuing lack
of economic convergence, which is most spectacularly
reflected in the wide range of inflation rates in the
Community — from 5 % to 20 %.

I should like to suggest a few possible solutions. In the
first place, we should upgrade the market economy. I
sincerely believe that it is no coincidence that the
serious slow-down in economic growth over the last
few years has gone hand-in-hand with an increased
level of government interference in the Member States
of the Community. Nor do I think it a sheer coincid-
ence that those countries which have remained most
loyal to the principles of the market economy now
have the best balance and have produced the best
economic results. I believe that government interven-
tion should be drastically cut back wherever it has
reached an excessive level and wherever it has upset a
healthy balance, especially in those Member States
where interference is most rife, and especially in those
sectors where the market has been most seriously
disrupted. I am thinking here particularly of the subsi-
dies granted to what are often virtually bankrupt busi-
nesses. Of course, cutting back on excessive govern-
ment interference is not only a financial matter, but
also a question of doing away with all manner of
useless bureaucratic rules and regulations.

That, then, could be a first course of action — a fairly
wide-ranging matter and — I would freely admit — a

controversial one, not in our own eyes so much as in
the eyes of others here today. Another thing we need
1s a disciplined economic policy — or should 1 say, a
disciplined common economic policy — covering a
number of factors such as monetary policy, budgetary
policy and energy policy. I could add to this list, but I
shall confine myself to the strict minimum. I believe
that it has been all too often forgotten recently that
the development of the money supply is the crucial
element in monetary policy. It is extremely difficult to
control the growth of the money supply, let alone
manipulate it. However, we must proceed on the
assumption that the growth of the money supply
should not be too rapid if the aim is to maintain a
satisfactory price level; on the other hand, there
should not be o0 little growth, otherwise deflationary
effects will make themselves felt.

It is up to the national monetary authorities to keep
developments firmly in hand. More specifically,
governments must reconcile their monetary financing
requirements with the growth in the money supply.
The Member States must also do more than they have
so far to seek to harmonize these objectives and thus
to strengthen the European Monetary System, which
has clearly been a success.

We in the Community must also formulate a common
dollar policy, something which is conspicuously lack-
ing at the moment. Another point is that budgetary
policy must be linked directly to monetary policy and
the requirements of monetary policy because of the
important question which arises everywhere — espe-
cially in my country but, as I said, in effect everywhere
— of what can and should be regarded as a reasonable
public sector deficit. In this respect, we should bear in
mind the monetary objectives I reminded you of just
now. The upshot of this at the present time is that
most of the Member States should severely limit their
budgetary shortfall. And any limitation must be very
clearly effected by imposing restrictions on the amount
of money spent by governments and not by forcing up
taxation which — in most Member States, and
certainly in Belgium — has aiready reached a level
which should really not be pushed up any further.
What I have in mind then is cutting expenditure rather
than increasing the burden of taxation. By thus
restricting expenditure, we shall at the same time ligh-
ten the load of taxation substantially, as regards both
business and private persons.

As regards a policy on revenue clearly all forms must
be taken into consideration, since the problem extends
to all forms. Nevertheless, it is my opinion that any
such policy — whether one likes it or not — must be
directed mainly at prices and wages. On the prices
front, there are grounds for advocating total liberali-
zation and the removal of price controls, but only on
the one express condition that effective — not theoret-
ical, but effective — competition should be made
possible-by doing away with price cartels and price-
fixing agreements of any nature.
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As regards incomes, I believe that the principle of free
bargaining must be respected. Employers and employ-
ees should be left to negotiate freely and collectively
on working and pay conditions. The government must
merely ensure that pay negotiations are really free,
that is to say, that both sides are placed on an equal
footing. However, there must be no agreements
between the two sides to the detriment of the govern-
ment — in other words, of society as a whole — or of
other sectors. Another important factor is that both
sides must be truly representative and — let us not
forget — mobility of labour must be encouraged. It is
important that certain taboos on this point be reso-
lutely abandoned.

Finally, discipline must be brought to the last aspect of -

economic policy — energy policy — if we are ever to
get out of the rut. As economic growth in Europe
depends to a great extent — not exclusively, but to a
great extent — on the price of oil, it is self-evident that
our oil imports must be substantially reduced.

I am pleased to note that there are a number of praise-
worthy national plans and attempts to arrive at a
common energy policy. However, we have so far
unfortunately seen no trace of a Community energy
policy, while .the energy policies pursued by the
various Member States do not seem to me to be
exactly effective. Perhaps too little use is being made
of an instrument which I feel could be well suited to
the job at hand, namely the price of the commodity —
the price of oil. In my opinion, the price mechanism
should play an important part in national and supra-
national energy policy.

I have tried, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, to
give not only an analysis of the current situation and
its causes, but also a few concrete suggestions for an
effective policy and for the background to any such
policy, namely, the upgrading of the principles of a
free, socially-orientated market economy.

The problems facing us are enormous, the challenges
are many and varied, and we have certainly not got
out of the worst yet, but we must play Europe’s trump
cards with more common sense and more political will.
The fact is that we have not yet made use of our full
potential. Let me conclude by saying that the difficul-
ties facing us are great, but we also have great poten-
tial if only we act jointly and sensibly to realize it.

President. — I call Mr Deleau to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Deleau — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I should like first of all to pay tribute to our
rapporteur, Mr Moreau, for the skill and perseverence
he has shown in defending his views before the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs.

The Commission is submitting this report on economic
prospects to the Council and our discussion of it is an
opportunity to take stock of the Community’s
economic policies. Because practices vary from one
country to another, there are, despite Member States’
protestations of a desire for convergence, a number of
economic policies within this Community. We raised
long ago the right to be different in terms of policy
instruments, particularly because there are in our view
differences of basic situations, mineral wealth and of
culwre.

We can, however, only regret that the Community has
not set identical objectives, — aimed at protecting
Community products — in particular to counter the
bitter competition from certain non-member coun-
tries. If we want to safeguard employment and protect
tomorrow’s jobs we must first of all safeguard the
Community’s economic potential and traditional
industries, by such means as we can find.

In the same way we must emphasize the serious effect
of the high level of imports to which some Member
States have become accustomed. Imperts from third
countries, apart from immediately making us poorer,
represent a serious threat for the future. Of course,
choices will have to be made. That is why we have
always insisted on the need for serious medium term
economic planning amongst the Member States. Such
planning is the only way of dealing with the current
investment anarchy. I am sure I have no need to
remind you that it is investment which is the main
driving force for growth and which safeguards
employment. Now, there is not enough investment
within the Community and the main reason for that is
the lack of selectivity. That is why Member States
must plan development in a few major economic
sectors. They must first of all encourage investment in
the energy sector, with a policy aimed at greater
energy savings. And then the next choice must be high
technology — telematics and informatics, which must
be extended throughout industry.

A determined, dynamic attitude such as this should be
reflected in more sustained exports, and the Commis-
sion must lay more importancé on this within the
general balance of economic growth. That is a point
which we would like to add to Mr Moreau’s report. In
the same way, it is our view that we must help small
and medium-sized undertakings to create new jobs, by
giving them tax incentives to invest and loans from the
EIB and other Community sources at special rates.
Incidentally, on the problem of reducing working
hours whilst maintaining living standards — which is a
very reasonable ambition — I also wonder about
increases in production costs. Of course, investment is
expensive. Could we not perhaps look towards the
pool of Euro-dollars and try diverting them towards
productive investment, rather than encouraging. infla-
tion as they do today?
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However, that should not surprise us, since we haven’t
yet considered reconstructing the international mone-
tary system. Qur trade policy still depends largely on
fluctuations in the dollar, and that is why the inflation-
ary trends in the world economy are still dominant.
There is proof enough of that in the turn in the mone-
tary tide which we have seen during these last few
days: the weakness of the Deutschmark is a result of
the rapid rise in the dollar caused by spiralling interest
rates.

I am sure we could all speak a great length on the
various monetarist theories, and all say that the Euro-
pean Monetary System has not played its expected
stabilizing role to the full. Look at the continuing rises
in interest rates. Indeed, the analysis made by Commu-
nity leaders has until now undoubtedly been far too
monetarist. Reviving all the productive forces in the
economy factors is now one of the essential conditions
for reestablishing real economic growth, which we
would like to see as great as possible so that we can
eliminate unemployment at all levels of society, parti-
cularly amongst the yourig. That is one of the reasons
why we are tabling an amendment to add a new clause
after paragraph 1 of the resolution, pointing out the
need to stimulate growth in order as a matter of prior-
ity to combat inflation, to coordinate the measures
taken by the Member States to put a stop to the dizzy-
ing spiral of interest rates, to permit the investment
necessary for the growth of exports and to reorganize
the economy taking account of the need for social
harmony, energy savings and environmental require-
ments. That is an ambitious programme, and we
believe that Europe can and must follow it. I will
therefore repeat the closing words I used'yesterday in
my speech on the steel industry: this is the price which
Europe must pay to be credible and to remain a hope
into the future.

President. — I call Sir Basil de Ferranti.

Sir Basil de Ferranti. — I want to speak out on one
subject only: I want to speak out for more training and
during the coming months when the Commission have
their mandate to reconsider the budget of the
Community [ hope they will bear in mind the Social
Fund and adaptations, perhaps, of the Social Fund,
with a view to improving training throughout the
Community.

After all, there are two great things about human
nature: one is our human inventiveness, which has
enabled us to raise the standard of living; the other,
and perhaps more important, is our sense of social
responsibility. Our sense of social responsibility now in
the economic situation that the Commissioner has
described to us must call for more training.

We must see our faces at this difficult time against -

propping up uneconomic jobs; we must recognize that

it is over-manning that destroys jobs more than
anything else. The Community faces a massive readap-
tation to our new economic circumstances. We face
massive restructuring. We must carry this through. We
must not be so afraid of it that we do not get on with
it. It is not just any longer people moving out of agrl-
culture into industry. Not any longer people movmg
out of industry to the services. It is beyond that — it is
services into totally new kinds of jobs.

* Readaptation is the big challenge that we face. There

should, after all, be no shortage of new jobs if we are
able to meet our new challenges. We have got the
whole of the energy situation where we must make
massive investments. We have got many poorer
regions still in the Community where we want to raise
the standard of living. We have got the new countries
that are joining us, Greece, Spain and Portugal. We
have the whole of the rest of the world where
800 million people as we know from our famine
debate, go to bed hungry every night. There cannot be
a shortage of jobs. If Europe pulls together, which is
why we are all here, there cannot be a shortage of
jobs. But we cannot meet this challenge without train-

ing.

I would just leave one thought in our minds: we have
debated already this week Music Year. We know we
have the very desirable possibility of a year for the
disabled. Let us make 1981, the year of the Commis-
sion mandate, retraining year. Let us make our plans
so that we improve job mobility and in that way really
add social responsibility to human inventiveness in a
meaningful way.

President. — I call Mr Wagner.

Mr Wagner. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, Mr Ortoli is right when he says that the Commu-
nity must take action. But I should like to make one
critical remark. You also said, Mr Ortoli, that diag-
noses should naturally continue to precede action. Of
course, it will be necessary to take into account the
large number of surveys and diagnoses which have
been drawn up not just by the Community but also by
the Member States and the OCED, and these surveys
should be updated in order to draw consequences
from them. However, I should like to stress one thing
— something must be done. The European Commu-
nity is now facing what is probably its biggest chal-
lenge, which will show whether it is capable of tack-
ling the high and still rising level of unemployment
and of taking the necessary effective measures and
action. Moreover, the Community must prepare itself
for the medium-term economic development which
can be expected until the middle of the 80s. Experts
now expect — other things being equal — that unem-
ployment will reach more than 10 million in the EEC

Member States, and that young people and women
will be the hardest hit.
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To achieve this, we shall undoubtedly have to depart
from the customs and practices which we have had up
to now. We must not continue to pass 00 many reso-
lutions and convert too few of them into practical
common policies. I should like to warn against some-
‘thing Mr von Bismarck just said. We must not now
start complaining that there is not yet any European
Government, that there is no political union, but we
ought rather, in the struggle to achieve a realistic and
gradual policy which will lead us to greater cohesion
in Europe, not forget to take action and live up to our
responsibilities in the social field. I stress this above all
with regard to young people who place their faith in
Europe and in its ability to deal with problems and to
progress towards a ‘social’ Europe. It is our job to
convince them of this, and we bear a particular
responsibility in this respect.

Given the short speaking time which we have available
today, I should just like briefly to cover two points, as
I am sure that the discussions will be continued in the
Committee for Economic and Monetary Affairs and
elsewhere.

At the meetings of the Committee on Economic and
Monetary affairs, Mr Moreau was exemplary in his
efforts to ensure that, in our opinion and in our report
on what the Commission had put before us, we found
solutions which enabled us to make concrete progress.
The Socialist Group again tabled four important
amendments, which were not supported by the major-
ity during voting in committee. I should like to ask the
other groups to vote in favour of these amendments.
We cannot permit — as also happens now and again at
home in Germany — ultra-reactionary officials in
employers’ organizations or some retrograde politi-
cians to put the onus for cleaning up the economic
mess we are in in Europe on the workers. We will not
accept this policy, and my Group and the parties
represented in it will use all the means available to
fight against it.

(Applause)

Purchasing power must be maintained across the
board for the low-income groups in particular, and for
employees in general, purchasing power must be rein-
forced, and we should remember that — as one or two
other Members have already stated — wages and
salaries are also components of demand. Those in the
Community who have tried to cope with, or even just
to tackle, inflation by consciously accepting a high and
increasing rate of unemployment have met their
comeuppance. That is why I must also warn against
meekly accepting such an approach and such demands
either outside or inside this House. This is the wrong
road to follow and we should under no circumstances
be taking it. There are examples in the European
Community which show that, by maintaining purchas-
ing power, by maintaining and safeguarding the exist-
ing social security systems, and progressively reducing
the total working life, we can make better progress. In

[y

addition, we need national financial and budgetary
policies aimed at saving jobs right now, because
private investment is already showing signs of being
unable to cope. This is how we should contribute to
saving and creating jobs.

In conclusion, please allow me to address a personal
request to you, Mr Ortoli, and also to the future Pres-
ident of the new Commission.

If we want to join in solving the growing economic
and social problems currently facing the European
Community, if Europe is to play its role in the world
and throw its weight into the balance of world power,
as a mediator between the two blocs and to speak up
for more humanity and solidarity towards the Third
World and other countries, we in this House must
take all the necessary steps to ensure that the
economic and social tripartite conference between
representatives of the national governments, the
Commission, employers and trade unions gets down to
some serious work at last. I should like to hear some-
thing definite on this from you both. What we support
fervently in Poland — strong and independent trade
unions — we should also work hard towards achieving
in the European Community. In addition, we should
ensure that the ideas and objectives which the Euro-
pean Confederation of Trade Unions has repeatedly
put to the Commission and to the national govern-
ments are taken seriously, so that those who are
responsible for the political and economic policies now
being applied assume that responsibility and stand by
it. We must act to achieve the aims of safeguarding full
employment, reinforcing Europe in the social and
political fields and achieving closer cohesion in
Europe.

President. — I call Mr Beumer.

Mr Beumer. — (NL) Mr President, I have a few
remarks to make on Part2 of the Commission’s
report, the first sentence of which says that the
medium-term objectives must be to create more jobs in
a climate of greater price stability and improved
competitiveness. The report goes on to specify possible
lines of approach, such as fighting inflation, limiting
deflation, encouraging growth industries and reducing
the present level of unemployment. What these objec-
tives all boil down to — whether long or short-term,
national or Community policy — is limiting inflation
and preventing deflation. This just goes to show how
narrow the room for manceuvre is and how desirable it
is that we should pursue this policy as decisively as
possible.  With reference to paragraph3 of
Mr Moreau’s report, there are three questions I should
like to ask.

Given the Commission’s current room for manceuvre,
what effective contribution can it make towards
achieving the aim formulated in the first sentence of its
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report? Secondly, does the Commission need addi-
tional resources to enable it to tackle the problem
more effectively, and if so, what? Thirdly, to what
extent will the objectives formulated in the report be
adversely affected by acceptance of the Council’s draft
budget? After all, let us not forget that there are two
sides to this policy of shifting resources from
consumption to investment. There is the defensive
aspect — as the Member of the Commission pointed
out — comprising cost-rationalization, spending cuts
and improving the climate for investment; then there is
the offensive aspect, amounting to forward-looking

specialization and innovation. Community projects.

and operations can provide a bonus here, and to what
extent does the Commission actually feel able to
achieve this bonus effect? Let me give you one specific
example. The Commission has, on a number of occa-
sions, pointed out the need for energy-saving
measures, with the attendant benefits of more jobs and
a reduction in costs and inflation. The Commission
has two things to say in its report on this count: firstly,
there is wide scope for investment and employment
and, secondly, the actual volume of investment is too
small compared with the opportunities. What bottle-
necks is the Commission confronted with and what is
it doing to remedy the situation? An essential element
in any successful policy, Mr President, is a consensus-
making policy, something which can only be achieved
by way of a Community policy supported at Commu-
nity level by both sides of industry; without this,
economic convergence is out of the question. What we
need is a better policy on jobs, more training and
better organization and redistribution of the available
work. The joint committees have proved their worth in
the agricultural and steel sectors, and it may safely be
assumed that communications between the two sides
of industry across national frontiers will play an
increasingly important role in the future. That being
so, what are the chances of extending the work of
committees of this kind to other important sectors? Is
anything being done in this respect?

Mr President, on reading the Commission’s report and
its objectives, it seems to me that there is a very close
connection between labour questions, and macroecon-
omic policy. Would it not be sensible to urge the
Council — and there is nothing to stop us doing this
— to convene not only the Standing Committee on
Employment and preferably the Ministers for Social
Affairs, but also the Economics and Finance Ministers
to hold joint consultations to ensure that no contradic-
tory decisions are taken? Would a search for a consen-
sus-making policy not help to bring about the kind of
policy formulated by the Commission in jts report?
What does the Commission see as desirable in this
respect, and what are the current prospects?

President. — I call Mr Purvis.

Mr Purvis. — Mr President, in the Fife and Tayside,
Strathclyde and Central Regions of Scotland, parts of

which T represent, there are worried people and
worried companies. Some have found themselves out
of work, other are very concerned for the immediate
future. The same concern is reproduced over the
length and breadth of Europe, to varying degrees. But
in Mid-Scotland we are going to make a virtue of the
difficulties: our industries are restructuring positively,
and the emphasis is on high technology, high value-
added products, unique products such as advanced
electronics and energy industry products, and, above
all, higher productivity. Certainly we welcome help,
but the best help is helping ourselves.

Unemployment is tragic: it is the major ecomonic and
social problem facing Europe today and in 1981.
Certainly we must find solutions, but we shall not
solve it by measures which in effect just conceal it; and
this is why we have to find positive solutions and not
just negative palliatives. I therefore see little merit in
suggestions to share out work so that all those who
share are worse off, both because their earnings are
shared and because the enterprise they work for is
faced with lower profitability and therefore less ability
to compete. The result could well be that there is
nothing left to share.

I greatly dislike systematic overtime working; it is
neither in the employee’s real interest nor that of his
employer, if it is just a fiction to cover low earnings or
low productivity. I therefore strongly advocate the
amendment which has my name on it — No 10, to
paragraph 17 — because it directs us to the positive
solutions. These are based on making European indus-
try competitive by encouraging productivity, high
technology, job mobility, the reduction of overtime
consistent with increasing productivity and maintained
real incomes, and the utilization of the special skills of
married women and others who can only contemplate
part-time working or flexible working hours.

Above all, we do the employed and the unemployed of
Europe no favour by hamstringing our industries,
those which are surviving the difficulties, even expand-
ing despite the difficulties, and adjusting satisfactorily
to changing circumstances: we provide them no help if
we burden them with social costs. We must help busi-
ness of all types — large and small, manufacturing and
service — to create new job opportunities. Our task is
not to interfere in commercial decisions, but to set up
the most attractive economic, fiscal and trade environ-
ment in which business can prosper. So let us concen-
trate on the areas we are responsible for: the Common
Market of 20 million consumers, the infrastructure of
the Community, the proper balance of priorities in our
budget, trade relations with other countries and,
within our budgetary limits, some financial assistance
to those citizens and industries in temporary difficulty.
But let it not be said that we are impeding industry’s
progress and the real jobs that only successful industry
and commerce can provide.
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I would suggest to the Commission, and to its succes-
sor, that perhaps a discussion document setting out an
idea of the environment we are to work in in the 80s
would be desirable. Let us say we entitle it ‘An Environ-
ment for European Industry in the 80s’.

President. — I call Mr Herman.

Mr Herman. — (F) Mr President, [ greatly appre-
ciated the masterly and concise analysis made by Mr
Ortoli, and it is on the basis of this analysis that I shall
make a very brief speech.

The burden of oil prices, which can now involve tens
of thousands of millions of dollars, will call for a
considerable effort on our part to reduce our depend-
ence on oil. But you also spoke of the other constraint
— that of competitiveness — which will also require
us to find hundreds of millions of dollars for invest-
ments.

The phenomenon is a very simple one, and unfortun-
ately the figures are implacable. We shall never be able
to make this effort without reducing overall consump-
tion in our countries. There is no way of finding 300
of 400 million dollars in the nine countries of the
Community without reducing the level of consump-
tion. It goes without saying that we must try and
spread the burden in such a way that the least well off
do not have to pay, but to think that the recovery aims
you have sketched out can be achieved without reduc-
ing the standard of living in the Community is purely
illusory.

This has to be said! It is perhaps not said often
enough. And in my view this means that the Commis-
sion must concern itself with something other than
short-term trends. It means basically that we must
safeguard our prospects for the future — essentially
our industrial future — by making massive investments
in advanced technology and every kind of technical
progress. This is something which we must do
together.

The point I am leading up to is this — that the indus-
trial policy which the Commission is trying to create
has so far not found enough consensus among the
Member States, and although they may reluctantly
agree from time to time to make an effort on a point-
by-point basis, the powers that delegate to the
Commission are too often rendered ineffective by the
obligation to submit its proposals to committees or
councils where unanimity is required. This means that
the delegation of powers to the Commission is totally
vitiated, contrary 1o what was intended in the Treaty
of Rome. This in turn means that we are destroying
our only chance of taking action for the medium and
long term. This is the crux of the message which
Parliament must ask the Commission to pass on to the
Council.

President. — I call Mr Bonde.

Mr Bonde. — (DK) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the EEC economic directives tell Danish wage
earners exercise restraint in forthcoming wage nego-
tiations. This advice comes from Commissioners who
earn more each month than many Danish wage
earners have to manage on for a whole year. This
advice on wage restraint is supported by this House,
whose group chairmen have proposed the trebling of
the salaries of Danish Members of the European
Parliament. I admit of course that this wage claim is in
line with the promises made to the people before the
referendum on the EEC in 1972 when they were told
to vote for the EEC for the sake of their pay packets!
But [ also know that this promise was fulfilled only for
a very small proportion of the population.

If we compare the development of productivity with
that of real wages, then Danish wage earners during
the years since we joined the EEC have had increases
of 139 % deferred.

If one also allows for the reduction in working time,
then the deferred increase is 19-6 % and taking
account of tax it is 17 -2 %. Civil servants are due even
more since their deferred wage increase is 26 %, if tax
is also considered civil servants’ deferred wage
increase was 30-5 % in 1979.

Has the wage restraint which the EEC is again recom-
mending led to more jobs? In 1973 we had 21 000
unemployed in Denmark, while this winter we have
200 000. In the same period Denmark’s foreign debt
have increased from 17 to almost 100 million kroner.
Thus to the extent that the EEC directives have
achieved anything, we must observe that they have not
solved any problems for us. For this reason, the repre-
sentatives of the People’s Movement will oppose any
plans to transform the Community into an economic
and monetary union.

President. — Mr Bonde, for the record I should like
to point out that there has been no proposal from the
chairmen of the groups to increase Members’ salaries.

I call Mr Delors.

Mr Delors, chairman of the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs. — (F) Mr President, I would
first like to echo the disappointment expressed by Mr
Ortoli, who has had to take a day away from his press-
ing tasks in order to be present at a debate lasting only
two and a half hours. By cutting to a minimum the
time given to a debate on the economic situation
which relates to the everyday life of Europeans and
covers such important questions, Parliament is setting -
a trend which I regret — that of pushing into the
background the matters covered by the Treaty while
still calling for more and more powers. Believe me, it is
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easier to draw up every morning an urgent motion for
a resolution on something which is wrong in the world
than to make a detailed analysis of the obstacles to
European integration.

(Applause)

That said, I shall content myself, in this debate which
has nevertheless been very worthwhile, with expressing
my fear on the point and my regret on another.

My fear is this: I am fully aware of the difficulty of
analysing and mastering current economic pheno-
mena. Everywhere, even among those who govern us,
there is a certain confusion which is understandable:
The future has become difficult to interpret. But I
think that in this sphere there is one temptation which
must be resisted — that of relying, either for doctrinal
reasons or more often resignedly, on a single instru-
ment of economic policy to put the house in order
again. I refer to monetary policy.

[ am well aware that monetary policy is one of the
essential elements in a policy of attempting to steer
and control economic and social developments. But
when it is used on its own and to a considerable extent
— rather like the addict who ends up drinking meths
instead of whisky and soda — when it is used as inten-
sively as this, the result is an escalation of interest rates
throughout the world which disrupts the most stable

- positions. Moreover, there is no certainty that one will
achieve the results one wants. The present fluctuations
in the American economy show this well. Of course,
the alternative to this monetary policy is a policy
which would make more subtle use of all the instru-
ments of economic policy — taxation, the budget,
employment policy, financial policy and social security
contributions. That policy seems to me to correspond
better to the wishes expressed by Mr Ortoli, who, like
me, would avoid like the plague any excessively
sudden measures which would only make our prob-
lems worse. And that is why I hope consideration will
be given to returning to these mixed policies.

But these mixed policies also include an element which
is singularly lacking today. It is true that triparute
consultation no longer has a good press in our coun-
tries. Indeed, the balance of forces is sometimes so
favourable to the Right or to the employers that the
latter no longer consider such consultation. I would
like to warn them that tripartite consultation, i.e. the
involvement of all the active elements in the economy
in the discussion and analysis of conditions for
economic development, provides an additional guar-
antee for the achieving the aims we set ourselves.
There is a close correlation between on the one hand
using all the instruments of economic policy and on
the other involving all the active elements of a nation
in a process on consultation on the matter, the extent
of which will vary from country to country. Moreover,
one should not forget the educational aspect of such a
policy. And I fear that, if the good sense which I have

just been advocating does not prevail, there may in
some of our countries be a kind of logic of confronta-
tion which will carry the day and thus make it even
more difficult to solve the problems.

The cause for regret is related to the gradualist stra-
tegy, which I have always regarded as the only possi-
ble one. As a recent Commission report which we have
not yet examined — that of 15 October 1980 on
energy and economic policy — rlghtly says, the aim of
this strategy, in absence of economic convergence, is
that in our highly integrated economy isolated, even
contradictory actions should have an overall effect on
the growth possibilities of the economy as a whole. In
other words, what we are aiming at here is less than
convergence, but is sound and reasonable in present
conditions.

It was in this spirit that, as you may remember, I
pleaded last year in favour of Community loans. I saw
three advantages in large-scale recourse to Commu-
nity loans. Firstly, they offer an opportunity of
supporting economic activity throughout the Commu-
nity and thereby avoiding economic decline, particu-
larly in the countries with the weakest economies. One
can see today how right that is proving to be, even if it
is still easy to recycle dollars. Secondly, I saw in them
a way of reinforcing the mechanisms of the EMS
vis-d-vis its own institutions. The EMS is currently
threatened by the monetary policy of the United
States, and there is the paradox that the most sensible
and powerful country in the Community, the one
which is best at combating inflation, now sees its
currency threatened. Finally, the third advantage that I
saw was, that of shoving up, as it were the fragile
house of cards represented by the recycling by private
banks of the oil-producing countries’ surplus capital. I
know that we have before us a proposal to modify
these Community loans and increase their amount. It is
my ardent hope that the Community will without
delay take another small step by providing itself with
these instruments, or rather by resorting to them once
more — a step which would certainly help it, albeit to
a modest extent, to meet more effectively the terrible
challenges confronting it.

President. — I call Mr Ortoli.

Mr Ortoli, Vice President of the Commission. — (F) 1
must tell you, Mr President, that this debate has been
too short, and I regret it deeply, because we have been
touching on the four or five vitally important ques-
tions which this House ought to consider.

Firstly a debate on the European Monetary System
and its effects, its future, its links with the interna-
tional monetary system, the constraints and penalties
which govern it and, as a result, the reality of this
movement towards the economic and monetary union
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which we so often talk about: that is a debate which
really should be held.

Then there is a second debate, on the 1980s and the
industrial climate, which in the last analysis means a
number of constraints and — I don’t want to overuse the
word constraint — factors which we are obliged to
take into consideration if we are to act responsibly,
that 1s to say when drawing up policies. Policies are
made of great hopes and great deeds and also — and
* this is my third point — of the search for policies
which are shared by everyone. Here is the subject for a
third debate, on the ‘consensus’ — what could be
called the ‘common belief’ that a particular line which
each country follows in its own way, with a great deal
of determination and with everybody taking part in
view of the constraints and despite the penalties, is a
way of making progress. In other words, the common
belief that Europe is not faced with the inevitable
disaster — we may be faced with difficulties, we may
be faced with obligations but we are not faced with
disaster. That then, is another debate which should be
launched: a debate on the fact that we are not victims
of fate but that we are involved in a great combat in
which we can emerge the winners.

The last debate of which 1 would like to remind you
— although there are others — relates to the Commu-
nity’s contribution. For we need to think much harder
about what we call the role of the Community; this
may be in an institutional mould, but it also means
thinking about practical, concrete questions. What do
you mean by a common energy policy. or a common
industrial policy? That is what we should be talking
about, instead of merely chanting incessantly ‘O Lord
show us the common policy and what it ought to be?
Let’s talk about it and look at what we really have to
do. And if we look at that we shall see also some of the
European dreams — and in these particular areas they
are wishful thinking. Because in the last analysis, there
are a number of things which we proclaim in words
which Europe cannot do. On the other hand there is a
very great deal to be done in certain areas, and certain
direct responsibilities ought to be more broadly and
better exercised.

That is probably the sort of debate, Mr President,
which we should undertake next time an opportunity
like today’s arises, because otherwise we will simply
be talking about isolated instances. Defining policy
means considering and describing a whole range of
things which one wants to see done, and then describ-
ing the means of doing them; that is what [ would call
European policy and that is the sort of debate I would
like to see held next year, either in stages or at a single
session like this. If not, we — or rather you — will
have done no more than deliver an opinion on a
report. The European Parliament was not elected by
universal suffrage just to give its opinion on reports.
Rather it should undertake within its ranks — even at
the cost of internal conflict — a debate on the way to
resolve those problems which, though they are the

most serious problems we face today, are also so many
opportunities for Europe to grasp.

President. — As regards your remark about the lack
of time available to Parliament, I should like to say
that this annoys the Members of Parliament just as
much as it annoys the Members of the Commission.
However, the alternative would be to have a Parlia-
ment in permanent session to which the Members of
the Commission would have to come every day.
Whether this would be preferable from the Commis-
sion’s point of view is not for me to say.

The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

7. Seat of the European Parliament

President. — The next item is the motion for a reso-
lution (Doc. 1-500/80), tabled by Mr Glinne on behalf
of the Socialist Group, Mr Klepsch on behalf of the
Group of the European People’s Party (CD Group),
Mr Scott-Hopkins on behalf of the European Demo-
cratic Group, Mr Fanti and Mr Gouthier, Mr Bange-
mann and Mr Nord on behalf of the Liberal and
Democratic Group, Mr de la Maléne on behalf of the
Group of European Progressive Democrats and Mr
Pannella, on the seat of the European Parliament.

I call Mr Seefeld to speak on behalf of the Socialist
Group.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr President, my Group has
asked me to make a few introductory remarks. We feel
that this debate is necessary. We were co-signatories
to this motion for a resolution and would be extremely
glad if its demands were not just approved by the
majority of this House, but also noted and put into
practice by the Council and the national governments.

We feel that a question has been raised which
concerns the work of this Parliament, which we
should like to carry out as well as possible for the
benefit of our peoples.

The European Parliament is directly elected, and this
has given it a new significance, a new quality. This
House must now — in our opinion — settle its own
affairs in its own best interests, because specific prob-
lems which face Parliament could not be solved before
now. I do not think we can wait until the national
governments get round to doing something. Our
dlsappomtment at what has not been done up to now
is great enough. In a motion for a resolution which my
Group tabled in January 1980 and which was
discussed at the time in the Political Affairs Commit-
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tee, we pointed out that Article 216 of the EEC Treaty
states ‘the seat of the institutions of the Community
shall be determined by common accord of the Govern-
ments of the Member States’. It is our view that this
article contains a legal right to a single seat for the
institutions of the Community, and above all for the
European Parliament. For 20 years now, as you all
know, the national governments have not managed to
come to any decision on this question. They have, in
our opinion, violated this article and the legal right
deriving from it.

The seat is the place at which the institution in ques-
tion may permanently come together to hold its meet-
ings. However, the Member State Governments have
up to now not taken any decision on the final seat of
the institutions. Up to now, they were not in a position
to determine these seats. Therefore they designated
provisional places of work. We think that we should
now make an end of provisional places of work and
come to a decision on the final and definitive place of
work. '

We wish to know clearly where we, duly elected
Members of the European Parliament, will regularly
be meeting in the future. We wish to be treated like a
normal parliament. We wish to be able to work like a
normal parliament. Furthermore, no national parlia-
ment in the European Community or in Europe and [
think I am able to say in the whole world would put
up with working conditions of the type which we have
‘to bear. No national parliament would allow the ruling
government to lay down where it should sit. In
Germany, it would never occur to any reasonable
person that the central government should be firmly
established in Bonn, but that the Germany Federal
Parliament should sit sometimes in Bonn, sometimes in
Flensburg, sometimes in Passau or even sometimes
somewhere else. We are not asking for any exceptional
treatment but just for our rights. This is why we
demand that, as the motion for a resolution states, by
the middle of June 1981 a decision be taken on the
seat of the institutions of the Community. On this
point, I can accept paragraph 2 of the draft amend-
ment tabled by the Committee on Political Affairs. It
seems quite logical to me that we should not be refer-
ring here to a hearing, because a hearing is not the
same thing as concertation. We wish to be involved in
the taking of this decision, because we are involved in
its outcome. Members of this Parliament complain in
many ways about the increasing burden placed on
Parliament. They rightly referred to the extravagant
cost of overheads. They are annoyed at the way in
which cooperation between the Community institu-
tions is impeded, and they also feel that contact
between the Parliament and the general public is
impaired by the fact that we sometimes meet in one
place and sometimes in another. And, last but not
least, we have a heavy responsibility towards the
taxpayer, and are convinced that the Members of the
European Parliament must meet the expectations of
those who elected them and thereby imposed certain

duties on them. We can only fulfil these duties in the
long run if our work is carried out in one single place.

This House is referred to in a somewhat derogatory
manner as a travelling circus. In fact, having three
places of work causes difficulties not just 1o the
Members themselves. All the officials working for the
European Parliament are just as hampered by these
difficulties as we are. And the journalists too who
report on our activities to the general public and that
means to our electors.as well, suffer just as much as we
do from these working conditions.

We pecd to be more effective and we can achieve this
by cutting costs and saving time. The quality of the
European Parliament can, and doubtless will, improve
once we have a single seat. Therefore, we must come
to grips with the nine Governments. We owe this not
just to ourselves but also to the citizens of the Nine
who elected us, because during the 1979 election
campaign no doubt many of you, as I did, spoke about
the problem of Parliament’s seat, and at that time we
no doubt referred to thrift and our good reputation. I
feel we ought to think about the next elections. Time
is passing more quickly than we think. This is why we
cannot wait any longer and must strive to achieve what
is contained in the resolution, if the nine Governments
do not do it.

Please allow me to make one last remark, or rather to
express a suspicion [ have. Some people would perhaps
be quite willing not to make a decision, because they
do not attribute to the European Parliament the signif-
icance which it, in my opinion, ought to have. There
may be governments who treat this affair according to
the maxim that the Members of the European Parlia-
ment ought to be kept busy with their personal and
administrative problems, and in that way they will not
have very much time to bother themselves with poli-
tics. I should like to give a warning to people who
think this way. They should remember that nine
Governments wanted the first direct elections to the
European Parliament in 1979, and they knew when
they agreed to this that this House would want to, and
would in fact, fight to obtain its own scope of author-
ity and rights. The problem of Parliament’s seat is one
of these rights.

One final word to those who are perhaps afraid that
cities which have — as I am willing to admit — made
great efforts for the European Parliament will be ruled
out as seats for Parliament. They might perhaps think
that the aim of this debate is to place one city or
another outside the mainstream of European thought
or even to prevent it from taking on European signific-
ance. I should like to explain that there is no question
today of deciding on where the seat should be. And
anyway suitable compensation must be found for any
city which is not able to become the seat of Parlia-
ment.
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All those people who really want European integration
and do not just wish to evoke it continually in resolu-
tions and justifications, should cooperate in carrying
out a rational distribution of European responsibilities
between the places which have up to now supported
European integration. We must see to it that this
Parliament takes on a new dimension which corres-
ponds more closely to its true significance. We want
one single seat. Therefore, we welcome this resolution
and hereby state that we shall vote in favour of it. We
hope to see the European Parliament have that quality
to which it is entitled conferred upon it at the latest by
June 1981 by the nine Member State governments.

(Applause)

IN THE CHAIR: MR B. FRIEDRICH
Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democrat Group).

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, there is a saying which goes: there is nothing so
permanent as a temporary solution. This is the subject
of our debate today. Of course, the problem of the
seats of the various European institutions has been
settled in a temporary manner. Our House has today
made quite clear by its motion for a resolution the
single-minded expectation of the majority of the
-Members of this House, to hear a clear expression of
its point of view from the institution of the Communi-
ties which is charged with solving this problem, that is
the Council. Of course, one might well say that there
are two conflicting principles in play here. These two
principles must be placed in perspective. On the one
hand, in a Community which is so extensive there is
the question of whether the seat of the Community
institutions should be decided upon according 1o a
principle of centralization or whether we ought to set
our sights on a more federal principle. It is not our job
to decide today in this debate on which principle
should be used, but rather to make clear that we
expect the Council, which is charged with making this
decision, to come to some decision on the direction it
wishes to follow. Nonetheless, we also expect Parlia-
ment to be suitably involved in the deliberations of the
Council. In my opinion, this point is quite tellingly
made in the additional draft amendment tabled by the
Committee on Political Affairs — and we shall not
complain about the exact wording used, even though
we are aware that the word ‘concertation’ is not the
ideal way to express what is required. It is our opinion
— and I should like to address my remarks here to the

Council — that a Parliament cannot be consulted on
such a wide-ranging decision as this in a hearing, but
that what is needed is for an ‘agreement’, an exchange
of views to be carried out with Parliament on the
subject of its own seat. I think that the Council has
clearly understood that this is our attitude and that
here there is no question of considering our views
according to the notion of concertation as it is used in
technical budgetary terminology. So, it must be
decided what principles the Council would like to give
priority to, because a lot of things depend upon this.

I can go on to say, with the full backing of my Group,
that we do not expect any decision of the sort which
Alexander the Great made, when he cut through the
Gordian knot, that is we do not expect a mighty swipe
of the sword which will do away with the problem
once and for all. The previous speaker has already
shown that a whole range of problems are linked to
the surmounting of the problem of Parliament’s seat.
The fate of many thousands of the Communities’
employees, and of Parliament’s, is involved, but there
are also economic, social and political circumstances
which must be considered in this respect. We are
therefore all aware that — whatever the outcome of
this decision — some interim solutions will be neces-
sary. We feel that this Parliament and the Community
has a right to ask that this question be brought to a
solution. Therefore, members of the Council, you
should take seriously the fact that this whole House
expects the Council to have found such a solution by
15 June of next year. For I should like to lay heavy
emphasis on the fact that if the Council feels that it is
not in a position to progress on this matter, then this
House must decide for itself on something which
concerns its own affairs.

(Applause from some guarters)

We wish to make this clear in our motion for a resolu-
tion and I am sure that the House will approve it.

I should like to add two more remarks. We are fully
aware that the European Community is an organiza-
tion which is in the course of developing — at least
that is our fervent desire — and of developing towards
a goal which in the words of the Council and of the
heads of State and Government will consist of bring-
ing into effect political union between European
States. On the road towards this sort of goal, there are
a whole host of protruding cobblestones which have to
be stamped back into place, and even some which need
to be dug up, we all know this very well. But the ques-
tion of Parliament’s seat has in the meantime become
highlighted in the eyes of the public to an extent which
it hardly deserves. It is an important, but it is not the
main, element in the construction of the European
Community. Therefore we should work on the basis,
which the Council also recognizes, that this annoyance
should be brought out into the open for public discus-
sion and that for us it is a matter of reaching a solu-
tion.
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I should like to sum up on behalf of my Group. We
want the Council to shed light on how it intends to
settle the problem of the organization of the European
Communities with regard to the problem of the seats
of the various institutions. We should like this to be
settled as far as the European Parliament is concerned
in close collaboration with this House, and naturally
we also hope that this will not be a half baked decision
but on the contrary a decision which we will all be able
to assume together. Our aim consists of making the
European Community less unwieldy and more effec-
tive. The previous speaker referred to a whole range of
problems which arise for this House with reference to
this question. But believe us: it is our firm determina-
tion to do something positive for the Community
together with the Council and it is in this sense that we
" have drawn up this motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak on
behalf of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Scott-Hopkins. — Mr President, the motion
before the House today has been explained very well
by the two honourable gentlemen who have just
spoken, but it is in reality an ultimatum given by this
Parliament to Member Governments.

Mark you, it is not the first time that this has
happened, as undoubtedly everybody knows. We are
all of us, I think, aware of the chain of historical
circumstances and political compromise which is the
background to the unhappy state in which this Parlia-
ment now finds itself. A lot of it was said by Mr
Seefeld when he was talking just now.

But no one can deny that in almost a quarter of a
century the governments — and I underline here the
governments, not the Council — the governments of
Member States have had every opportunity to settle
this matter. No one challenges, and this motion does
not challenge, their right to take the final decision on
the seat of the Institutions. But this right 1s also a
responsibility which has been shirked now for 20 years
by Member Governments. And it is this responsibility
which we are today requiring the governments to
discharge. We have tried this in the past; in 1960 in the
previous Parliament, and in 1959 as well. No action
was taken following Parliament’s resolutions.

Now is it wrong, Mr President, to suppose that when
the Heads of Government decided to hold direct elec-
tions, they were sincere in wanting a European Parlia-
ment which would add strength to the Community’s
institutions? And is it wrong to assume that the 111
* million people who voted in last year’s European elec-
tions wanted a Parliament which could do its job
effectively?

This issue is not only a test of governments’ good
faith. It is crucial also to our credibility as an Institu-
tion and, what is more, to people’s faith in the
Community. And, my goodness, there are doubts
about that in some countries in the Community.

But why should Europe’s Parliament be the only one
in the world, as Mr Seefeld said, to lack a permanent
site? And what authority can such a Parliament expect
to secure? What pride can any of us feel, Mr Presi-
dent, in being members of an Institution condemned
to work in this absurd fashion like gypsies? Europe
can no longer afford the luxury of governments’ inde-
cision.

And now I turn quickly to another point. The Treaty
states quite clearly that it is the duty of member
governments to decide not only Parliament’s seat, but
also that of the institutions. Now does this not mean
that Council and Commission, and even the other
organs of the Community, will have to be included in
this decision? So let us be quite clear what this resolu-
tion will mean and what a government’s duty is.

But can you imagine, honourable Members, the Coun-
cil or the Commission leaving their cosy nook in Brus-
sels> Both are well placed; their staffs are well
ensconced and content. But not us, oh no, we are
going to be the ones who are going to be condemned,
as 1 have said. We may well be asked to seule six
hundred kilometres or more from the Community’s
civil service and the decision-making Council of
Ministers where they work. Does anyone really think
that this would lead to the efficient working of our
Parliament? I do not think so.

Might I make one very simple point, Mr President?
One that is seldom raised when we discuss these
matters. Between now and 1984 the Community of
Nine will become ten and may even be twelve. From
January 1981 we shall be expecting our Greek friends
to travel 2 000 kilometres from Athens to Brussels for
committee meetings, 4000 kilometres round
journey for a meeting which might last a total of
7 hours. The Community is becoming a bigger place
and the distances are getting longer and the need for a
place where we parliamentarians can ‘establish
ourselves is accordingly made even more urgent.

Parliament’s case for seeking a solution does not rest
on grounds of principle alone. I should like to add a
few words, if I may, concerning the truly appalling
costs of the existing arrangements. My honourable
friend, Robert Jackson, pointed out in his report last
year on Parliament’s budget that nearly 10 % of our
staff costs and over 10 % of our annual budget can be
attributed to the fact of our not having one working
place. In 1981 Parliament will be renting no fewer
than 30 buildings, Mr President, and rents have tripled
in two years from 5 million to over 15 million Euro-
pean units of account.
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Cost escalations on this scale cannot be allowed to
continue. Already the Council understandably is
beginning to look askance at Parliament’s -budget.

Well, a great part of the remedy is in their hands,
member governments’ hands. Give us a single working
place, gentlemen, and these costs can be brought
under control.

(Applause)

I should like to emphasize, if I may, how much
importance we attach to the need to consult Parlia-
ment before any final decision is taken. That point was
made by the honourable Member, Mr Klepsch, speak-
ing just now. For my group it is a fundamental princi-
ple that this Parliament must be consulted on every-
thing which affects the life of this Community and a
fortiori on everything which affects the conditions
within which we are obliged to live and work. May I
say also how much I hope that within Parliament we
shall have the fullest consultations with our own staff
on this matter.

We want the governments’ decision to be a practical
one as well as a political one and I am sure you will
agree, Mr President, that here in this House amongst
parliamentarians we have the right to expect that. We
cannot yet be properly proud — I wish we could — of
our Parliament because we are, as I have said, a
nomadic Assembly.

The argument for Council and Member States is
straightforward. Only the cynical want a European
Parliament that seems to function but cannot do its
job. Only the enemies of the Community want to
destroy the European Parliament. Only by working in
one place near the other institutions can we the elected
Members of the European Parliament carry out the
advisory and supervisory powers with which we are
endowed by this Treaty.

This motion for a resolution speaks not only for those
who signed it, not just for the political groups, not just
for all those who work for the European Parliament,
or the parliamentarians themselves. This motion states
what should be a self-evident truth, that a cost-effec-
tive, and practical Parliament must work in one place
and will do so. If member governments will not decide
we shall, come September next year.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Gouthier to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Gouthier. — (/) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, we in the Italian Communists and Allies Group
also support this motion for a resolution and are, of
course, in full agreement with both its content and
aims.

We feel that the problem of the seat of Parliament has
now assumed such prime importance that it must be
resolved without delay. Public opinion is naturally
somewhat concerned about the disruption and the
waste of time and money caused by the present organ-
ization of Parliament’s work. We can not ignore this
concern and the mounting criticism from public
opinion in our countries.

I am sure, however, that we are all fully aware today
of the predominantly political importance of a prob-
lem which could be termed a purely technical one. The
Parliament today is a Parliament elected by direct
universal suffrage a Parliament which is justified in its
desire to take its rightful place among the other
Community institutions and fulfil its proper role which
is one of initiative and democratic control. Our
present disorganized, disjointed manner of working
can only prevent the Parliament and the political
forces within it from giving full play to their political
initiative. And so we feel that the time has come to
give the European Parliament the opportunity to give
full rein to its enormous political potential.

We believe therefore that the new seat of Parliament
should be chosen with a view to enabling it to work in
close contact with the other Community institutions.
This is why we feel that there should in short be one
location for all the Community institutions, and we
believe of course — in view of the political importance
of this problem — that the Council should not only
give some careful thought to the question but also give
the Parliament the opportunity to express its opinion
on such an important matter, as it has indeed, so
clearly, in this motion for a resolution.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Nord to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Nord. — (NL) Mr President, when, at the end
of September, our group took the initiative which led
to this motion for a resolution and to the urgent
debate, we based our arguments on the following
points.

First of all, something has got to be done. The present
situation is unacceptable, especially for Parliament,
which is the most seriously affected. Our institution
cannot continue this nomadic existence.

Secondly, we were delighted at the French Govern-
ment’s proposal to apply, at last, the provisions in the
Treaty, and we want to back them in this.

Thirdly, since of all the Institutions Parliament stands
to gain the most from a sensible solution, it seems to
us unthinkable that the governments should come to a
decision without consulting the Parliament. The reso-
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lution therefore requests that Parliament should be
consulted. The Political Affairs Committee proposes
to change this to a request for proper consultations
and we support this proposal.

Fourthly, a time limit should be set. It is often the case
in the Community that there is no chance of success
unless the governments set themselves a time limit.
Experience has unfortunately shown that, often, no
decision is ever made unless there is a real deadline. If
by some unfortunate chance this time limit were
exceeded, Parliament would have no option in view of
the effect this would have on its own working condi-
tions, but to take the necessary steps.

Our fifth and last premise, and perhaps in relation to
tonight’s debate also the most important, was that we
wanted a resolution which would only deal with
procedure, and not with the problem as such. At this
juncture, therefore,; we should now be deciding on the
form we want the solution to take. There will be time
for that later.

We therefore chose a strategy that would make it
possible for virtually all the groups in this Parliament
to vote in favour of the motion, so putting the greatest
possible pressure on the governments. The aim of this
resolution is to set the ball rolling, to ensure that a
decision will now be taken within a reasonable time
limit, and that Parliament will be given ample oppor-
tunity to voice its opinion.

We shall therefore vote for the motion, and for the
amendment proposed by the Political Affairs Commit-
tee. But we shall vote against the other two amend-
ments, because they are counter to the strategy behind
this motion, in that they want to lead Parliament to
pronounce on the problem itself at this stage. Tonight
is not the time for that debate: it will have to come
later.

President. — I call Mr Nyborg to speak on behalf of
the European Progressive Democrats.

Mr Nyborg. — (DK) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen we can all rightly be described as Europe’s
political gipsies. We are living out of a suitcase, travell-
ing around from place to place, being in fact subject to
unreasonable working conditions. When we have
plenary sessions they are from 9 in the morning to 7 in
the evening with group meetings before, after or in
between. Those are not reasonable working conditions
either for the Members or for our staff.

Unfortunately, also, the fact is that in this directly
elected Parliament we have got to the stage that we
cannot have a reasonable democratic debate on
various important subjects which'come up. We cannot
initiate a proper dialogue because there isn’t time.
Everybody makes the point that we need a single place

of work. I would emphasize the ‘single’ aspect, so that
we can hold committee and group meetings in the
morning and plenary sessions in the afternoon. That is
the only way we can have really acceptable working
conditions for this Parliament.

I understand that today’s debate is not to touch upon
the question of where this seat is to be, and so I will
likewise refrain from discussing this. I will just join
with the other speakers who have so strongly urged
the Council to come to an agreement as soon as possi-
ble. The governments must reach agreement on
whether Parliament is entitled to one seat, one place of

work.

President. — According to the agenda, we should
now interrupt the debate for Question Time.
However, because of the importance of the subject we
are dealing with in the debate, I feel that we could
carry on for another quarter of an hour.

I call Mr Coppieters to speak on behalf of the Group
for the Technical Coordination and Defence of Inde-
pendent Groups and Members.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Mr President, I believe that
our thanks are due to those Members who took the
initiative in tabling this motion for a resolution and
thus getting things moving. I must point out, though,
that I am, together with Mr Pannella, the co-signatory
to an amendment which Mr Nord thought too
far-reaching, but which I should like to stick up for. In
my opinion, the text is rather too weakly formulated if
all it says is that, if no decision is taken, we, should
take the necessary steps ourselves. I think that the
most important element is missing from this text,
which is that, if the Council fails to reach a decision, it
will be up to this House to choose its place of work
and to take the necessary steps to implement this deci-
sion.

As you know, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, the
fact that we have three places where we conduct our
business costs us a cool three thousand million Belgian
francs, and we could save two thousand million of that
a year by having a single seat. In other words, we
could save a quarter of Parliament’s total administra-
tive expenses. [ believe that the logical choice of loca-
tion is reflected in Mr De Goede’s amendment. It is
based on a logical and democratic principle. If I may
be allowed for a moment to speak as a Fleming, it
would undoubtedly be an interesting development for
Parliament to put down roots in the bilingual capital
of a country where regional development has been
taken further than anywhere else in the Community.
The city of Brussels would then be well placed to
become the heart of a Europe of peoples.
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President. — I call Mr Seal on a point of order.
Mr Seal. — I accept what you said, Mr President,

about this being an important debate, but could I ask

that amount of time which we overrun into Question

Time be added on to the end? I feel Question Time is

also very important and I feel that we should not cut it

short time and time again, so [ would request that you

add any time lost at the beginning on to the end of
- Question Time.

President. — If the House connot stick to the agreed

speaking times, the President must be free to make:

minor changes to see the agenda through.

I would ask for your understanding in this matter,
especially as the point is to enable the smallest groups
to speak in this debate too.

I call Mr De Goede.

Mr De Goede., — (NL) Thank you, Mr President,
especially for your latter remarks. I too shall be very
brief. Mr President, the seven group chairmen have
quite properly tried to achieve a consensus on what is
a matter of great importance for this House; unfortun-
ately, what they have managed to achieve is, in my
opinion, extremely feeble. This House has very few
powers, and can do very little, but one thing it can do
is to decide on its own seat, its own place of business.
[t is, in my opinion, a major shortcoming in the
motion for a resolution before us now that it merely
calls on the governments of the Member States to
reach a decision by 15 June at the latest. But [ ask you,
- Mr President, what will happen in the Council when
this matter comes up for discussion? The response is
bound to be that Parliament does not know itself what it
wants. Parliament has failed even to give any hint of what
sort of decision we should be aiming for. Admittedly,
as Mr Nord said, today’s debate is simply a procedural
one. Proper consultation will follow — at least, we are
asking that it should — but we have received no assur-
ances on this point. Perhaps Mr Thorn can give us the
necessary assurances, but I doubt it. Perhaps there will
be consultation between this House’s Political Affairs
Committee and the Council. In my opinion, no deci-
sion can be taken and no conclusion reached by a
Political Affairs Committee which comprises only a
small minority of the whole House. I believe that the
decision must be reached here in this chamber in full
view of the press and the people of Europe, rather
than behind closed doors. And in view of the situation
throughout the world, where governments and parlia-
ments — with one exception: South Africa — have the
same place of work, I think the least this House
should do is to say that Parliament must have its seat
in the same place as the executive. There is a rumour
going around that Brussels may be designated Parlia-
ment’s formal seat, but that Strasbourg would remain

our meeting place. That would imply that the Secre-
tariat-General would be moved from Luxembourg to
Brussels and that we would continue to meet here.

Mr President, that would, in my opinion, be a deplor-
able solution, unworthy of the name ‘solution’. The
fact is that Parliament’s officials would then have to
travel twice as far from Brussels to Strasbourg as from
Luxembourg to Strasbourg. Nor would it be any great
improvement from our point of view, because our
committee meetings would continue to take place in
Brussels and our plenary sessions in Strasbourg. We
have had some straight talking from Messrs Klepsch,
Seefeld, Scott-Hopkins and Nord, but what they had
to say was not in accordance with the text of the
motion for a resolution. That is why I have tried, by
way of my amendment, to get an assurance at least
that this House — like all parliaments — would be
located at the same place as the Community executive.
That may mean Brussels; it may be some other place.
But we must be prepared to commit ourselves and take
a decision today.

President. — I call Mrs Flesch.

Mrs Flesch. — (F) Mr President, as Mr Nord has so
rightly said, the motion for a resolution which has
been tabled does not deal with the problems as such
but rather with procedure, and I feel that this is the
right approach at the present time. This is why the two
amendments which have been tabled seem to me to go
much further than the authors of the resolution
intended.

I feel, Mr President, that the time has come to ask not
the Council but the governments of the Member
States, who have the authority according to the Trea-
ties, to shoulder their own responsibilities and to make
a decision in this matter. Personally I feel that the
word ‘consultation’ is preferable to ‘conciliation’ in
the resolution in view of the significance of the idea of
conciliation in Community terminology, but 1 don’t
think that this will be of any real importance within
the general context of the resolution. These, Mr Presi-
dent, are my feelings on the resolution as it now
stands.

Allow me quickly to make two rather more general
remarks: firstly, the history of the European Commu-
nities does not begin in 1980 and the question of
places of work for Parliament and the other institu-
tions 1s not being debated for the first time on
19 November 1980. I do not think we can at one fell
swoop change or erase the past, the investments made
in the different locations and the decisions taken by
our institution itself over the years. I do not think,
Mr President that we can at one fell swoop erase or
ignore the hundreds of thousands of individual deci-
sions taken by the officials who work so ably and with
such dedication for our institution.
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Secondly, Mr President, the 1965 solution involving
three places of work was the result not only of finan-
cial considerations but also of the refusal to designate
one capital for the European Communities and to
reduce to a reasonably acceptable minimum the disad-
vantages of the work being divided among several
centres. Have these circumstances changed? Are we
any nearer now than we were in 1965 to a federal
solution, to a solution which will really bring Europe
together? And I would like to reiterate the fundamen-
tal question put by Mr Klepsch just a few minutes ago.
I feel, and I would like to end with these words,
Mr President, that the real problem is to know how to
improve the structure and organization of the
Community, how to increase the efficiency of the
institutions and how to maintain legitimate rights,
while at the same time coping with the demands of the
inter-institutional cooperation which is so vital.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

8. Question Time

President. — The next question is the second part of
Question Time (Doc. 1-570/80). We begin with the
Questions to the Council.

Question No 48 by Mr Seal (H-270/80):

Has the Council discussed or does it intend to discuss, the
question of compulsory origin marking for consumer
goods, in particular textile and clothing products?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) A proposal for a Directive on the approxima-
tion of the laws of the Member States on the designa-
tion of origin of certain textile and clothing products,
about which the honourable Member is concerned,
has recently been submitted to the Council by the
Commission.

The purpose of this proposal, which is designed to
allay misgivings expressed as regards consumer protec-
tion and the continued smooth running of the
Community market, is to ensure that whenever private
operators make use of the designation of origin at the
final consumption stage of the products, this complies
with the same criteria within the Community. The
European Parliament was consulted on 16 October
1980 on this proposal, which is one of a series of
proposals which were announced last March in a
Commission Communication concerning textile prob-
lems with a bearing on origin marking and submitted

in the context of research carried out in an endeavour
to strengthen the Community’s hand in its fight
against fraudulent practices in the area of textile prod-
uct origin. A initial proposal for a Regulation particu-
larly "designed to amend and supplement Council
Regulation No 616/78 of 20 March 1978 on the proof
of origin for certain textile products was forwarded to
the Council at the end of July and is now being exam-
ined. A third proposal, on economic outward process-
ing, is awaited.

Mr Seal. — Would the Council not agree that one of
the main reasons for labels indicating thé country of
origin is to allow the consumer, when purchasing an
article, greater freedom of choice?

The labelling suggested by the Commission with the
marking ‘Made in the EEC’ will not, in fact, do this.
Should not therefore the individual name of the
Member State be used on the label? And is the Council
aware that in some countries outside the EEC not only
are misleading labels being used but in some cases false
labels bearing the name of a country in which the arti-
cle did not originate, and could the Council formulate
plans to combat this procedure?

Mr Thorn. — (F) The Commission intends to
introduce a system of labelling for certain textile and
clothing products indicating their origin, but only at
the retail sale stage and not at the import stage so as to
avoid the need for border checks. It intends that the
ways in which the origin is indicated should be flexible
and does not intend to make the marking compulsory
in the Community. Certain Member States may,
however, make it compulsory provided they comply
with the provisions of the directive and it was in fact
on this subject that your Assembly was consulted on
16 October 1980 in_connection with the Commission
proposal which is based on Article 100. It is, I think,
when Parliament comes to discuss this that it should
make the points you have just made and draw the
attention of the Commission and the Council to your
preoccupations so that the Council can, I hope, take
account of them.

President. — I call Question No 49 by Mr Hutton
(H-329/80):

Does the Council feel that the European Parliament has
had a significant influence on decisions of the Council
and if so, could it send me a list of these decisions?

I might point out that this Question is not entirely in
accordance with the guidelines, which do not permit
members to request statistical data in the context of
Question Time.

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. — (F) 1

have an answer but no statistics.
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The Council would first point out that it is for the
Commission in the first place to decide whether to
accept any proposed amendments adopted by the
European Parliament. For its part, and as I said in
answer to Question No H-265/80 by Miss Hooper,
the Council has adopted procedures aimed at ensuring
that greater account is taken of the European Parlia-
ment’s opinions. For all Opinions, it is the intention
that the reports drawn up at every stage in the Coun-
cil’s proceedings should reflect any differences
between the approach envisaged and the Opinion of
the European Parliament. Over and above the actual
wording of the European Parliament’s proposed
amendments, these procedures would enable the
Council, when considering the general substance of its
text, to take account of the reasons for which the
European Parliament adopted its proposed amend-
ments.

Mr Hutton. — The President-in-Office’s answer
hardly seems satisfactory as a reason why the Council
has not followed more closely the opinions and resolu-
tions of Parliament. Would the President-in-Office
not agree that many of the 110 million Europeans who
voted in direct elections might not have bothered to do
so if they had not wished the views of this Parliament
to be taken seriously by the Council?

Mr Thorn. — (F) This was a different question, not
a supplementary.

[ cannot comment on the possible intentions of the
European electorate at the time of the election of the
European Parliament by direct universal suffrage, but,
to return to the basic question, I will say that the
Council takes account of the opinions of Parliament,
which is not to say that it simply takes them over lock,
stock and barrel and changes all its decisions accord-
ing to what Parliament thinks. It studies Parliament’s
opinion and takes its decision on its own responsibil-

1ty.

Personally, both myself and my predecessor have done
what we could to improve the procedures. I know that
the situation is perhaps still not satisfactory, but — as I
am sure you will understand, Mr Hutton — all I can
say 1s that the Council has its wishes, the Parliament
has its opinions, the Council consults the opinion of
Parliament and takes account of them in its final deci-
sion. I think I am perhaps anticipating your wishes in
that I have requested that in the future the questions
of the nature of Parliament’s opinion and the reasons
for the view adopted by the Council should be made
more clear and more transparent so that it will at least
be possible to see why the Council reached a particular
decision. However, I do net think every Council deci-
sion should be turned into a confrontation, hence
causing a permanent battle between the opinions of
this Parliament and the decisions of the Council.

Mr Israél. — (F) Mr President of the Council, your
reply struck me as very sausfactory, particularly as
regards the theoretical aspect, and I should like to
thank you on behalf of Mr Hutton.

Could you, by way of example, tell us in what way the
resolution adopted by this Parliament on 15 October
on the Madrid Conference influenced the Council?
This would be an excellent illustration of your theoret-
ical analysis.

President. — I must ask the honourable Members to
adhere to the guidelines laid down for the conducting
of Question Time when putting questions to the Presi-
dent of the Council. This question was too general to
permit any individual specific questions to be put on
the basis of it. The guidelines require very precise and
correct questions, and supplementaries must have a
very direct bearing on the original question.

Mr Thorn. — (F) Mr Israél’s question relates to a
matter concerning political cooperation. I am sure this
has not escaped the notice of the honourable
Members, but I should nevertheless like to remind you
of this fact. Having said this, I think I have made
matters easier for myself since, when we went to
Madrid, as I said to your Political Affairs Committee,
we were inspired by the position adopted by the Euro-
pean Parliament. I do not say that everyone had
Parliament’s opinion in mind right from the outset,
but, after the last meeting, I saw to it that everyone
was familiar with Parliament’s views on this matter
and I honoured my commitments when addressing the
conference in Madrid on behalf of the Council of the
European Communities when I took account of the
views of this Parliament.

President. — I have four further speakers down who
I will call in turn, after which, Mr President, I should
be grateful if you would answer them jointly. This is
permitted under the rules of procedure and, in my
view, Is necessary if we are to be able to deal with
other questions too during this Question Time.

Mr Penders. — (NL) In view of the fact that the
President of the Council is nearly at the end of this
term of office, and since the British have come in for
so much criticism for showing so little European spirit
and in view of the fact that a British Member of
Parliament has now finally said something positive
about Community relations, I should like to ask the
President of the Council whether or not it would be
possible to put Parliament in a position where it could
judge for itself what influence it has on Council deci-
sions, by telling us the reasons why the Council’s atti-
tude differs in important respects from the views of
Parliament.
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Mr Adam. — I think my question is very similar to
one that has already been asked by Mr Penders.
Would the President-in-Office or the Council impress
on his colleagues the fact that a lot of people hold the
view that the Council of Ministers sits down and
decides how it can thwart the opinions of this Parlia-
ment, and would it be possible for the Council to set
down in writing from time to time how it has reacted
to the views of Parliament? That, I think, would be
extremely helpful to us.

Mr Seeler. — (D) Mr President of the Council, I was
very pleased to hear your answer to the original ques-
tion. However, I should like to ask whether you are
aware that certain opinions of the European Parhia-
ment concerning draft directives submitted by the
Commission have been before the Council for more
than ten years — I might mention, for example, those
concerning questions of harmonization of taxation —
and have as yet not been discussed by the Council.
This is a concrete example of the opposite of what you
said in your answer.

Mr Curry. — Would the President-in-Office not
agree that, following the decision of the European
Court in the isoglucose case, the only way this Parlia-
ment can effectively prevent the Council from doing
something is in fact to deliver no opinion whatsoever
upon it, and would he not also agree that if he were to

publish the minutes of the Council relating to those

matters on which Parliament had delivered an opinion,
we should all be in a much better position to know
what influence we had had?

Mr Thorn. — (F) Quite frankly, it is difficult two
regard all these remarks as questions and to think that
the speakers really expect me to give objective
answers. They were more criticisms of the way the
Council works and I can understand why these criti-
cisms should be made — indeed, I will not even claim
they are not justified.

However, do you really want a President-in-Office of
the Council — and this is why the phrase ‘in Office’ is
included in his title — to reply to these criticisms,
particularly 48 hours before the end of his term of
office? It would be too easy for me to say, ‘Ah, if I was
staying, you know, and if it only depended on me,
we’d do this and that.” That would be too easy. Let us
not fall into this trap. After all, you have voiced these
criticisms here, and I think and hope that my
colleagues will take note of them just as much as I do
— which of course is why the representative is here.
However, I am sure you will realize that, as I said just
now, we cannot start pushing more paper around as
too much of this already goes on in the Community.
What is the point, when an opinion has been issued, of
asking the Council to reply in writing to Parliament
saying, ‘This is why we have taken account of your

opinion or, this is why we have not taken account of
i’. You are perfectly familiar with how opinions are
arrived at by the nine or ten countries at the level of
the officials. You would be waiting for months for the
reply to your opinion to appear in the Official Journal
whereas you know perfectly well by the following day
why the Council has not in some cases acted in
accordance with your opinions. All you have to do is
the same as the Council and the Commission do, that
is to say, read the Agence Europe in the morning to
find out the reasons why one government or another
took a particular decision. If one reads the papers and
the press agencies, one can find out what the reasons
were. Why put a further burden on this Community by
introducing written opinions in which the Council
could take refuge in words as I am obliged to do here
speaking on behalf of the Nine?

As regards Mr Seeler’s question in which he said “We
said such and such a thing, and nothmg has happened
since’, you must realize that if an opinion contains a
specxflc request, this does not mean that the Council is
under an obligation to act upon’it within a certain
time. When I was still a member of this Parliament, we
requested certain things in our opinions which have
not as yet come about, and which I know will not
come about for a while yet. Examples include the
harmonization of taxes on which we issued well-
founded opinions. However, nothing has as yet been
done.

Thus the dialogue between this Parliament and the
Council which is to a considerable extent unsatisfac-
tory, is governed. by certain procedural rules and I
personally would be pleased if not only the President
of the Council were to appear before the House but if
on each occasion, or at least once or twice each
session, he were to be accompanied by representatives
of the governments of other MemBer States, at minis-
terial level or at least at the level of secretaries of state,
so that they too would have to face criticisms, since it
is an imperfect system whereby somebody appears
before you every six months and tries to negotiate the
difficult passage of these six months and who, when
the presidency returns to his country, will almost
certainly have changed his portfolio with the result
that you will have to go to all the trouble of teaching
someone else the lessons you have taught him.

President. — Question No 50 will not be called as
this subject is included on the agenda for this part-
session.

I call Question No 51 by Mr Adam (H-434/80):

Will the Council immediately call for a detailed report on
the comparison of the regional policies of the Member
States with particular reference to the effect of these poli-
cies on

(a) unemployment

(b) economic convergence?
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Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.
— (F) In its Resolution on the guidelines for
Community regional policy, adopted on 6 February
1979, the Council asserted that

regional policy is an integral part of the economic policies
of the Community and the Member States. It forms part
of the various elements which contribute to the attain-
ment of a high degree of convergence of the economic
policies of the Member States. The establishment of a
comprehensive system of analysis and policy formulation
for the Community regional policy should make it possi-
ble to establish a common basis of assessment. To this end
the Commission, working in close collaboration with the
Regional Policy Committee, will prepare a periodic report
on the situation and socioeconomic developments in the
regions of the Community.

The report which the Commission should soon submit
will cover the topics raised by the honourable
Member. Moreover, in accordance with Article 21 of
amended Regulation (EEC) No 724/75 establishing a
European Regional Development Fund, the Commis-
sion presents a report to the Council, the European
Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee
before 1 October every year on the operation of this
Fund during the preceding year. The report for 1979
was forwarded by the Commission on 8 August 1980.
The above communications therefore make possible an
overall view of the problems raised.

Mr Adam. — I appreciate that the report was issued
in August, but the material is out of date. Certainly in
the region that I represent the unemployment situation
is steadily worsening, and the unemployment situation
in the United Kingdom is worsening at a faster rate
than anywhere else in the Community. Will the Presi-
dent-in-Office, in the two remaining days that appar-
ently remain to him in his office (and might I say in
parenthesis how much we have appreciated the way he
has tried to answer the questions we have addressed to
him during his fourth period as President of the Coun-
cil), impress on his colleagues that this failure to
achieve economic convergence in the regions and to
deal with the problems of unemployment, although it
represents a failure of the national governments, also
represents a failure on the part of this Community?

Mr Thorn. — (F) The honourable Member is right
in saying that the material contained in a report issued
in August is perhaps no longer up to date since it
relates to 1979 and the figures have changed substan-
tially since then. However, there is nothing we can do
about this as it was the Commission which produced
the report. If you want further information which is
more up to date, you should consult the Commission
which is the source of this information.

As regards your criticism concerning convergence, it is
true that we have not obtained the results which both
you and I myself would have wished for, but I can tell
you in all sincerity that it would be wrong to think that

N

the Council, the governments represented in the
Council and the Heads of State and Government are
not aware of this problem. Having been present at all
the summits and all the European Council meetings
over the last twelve years, I can assure you that this is
one of the few problems which has in fact been
discussed, particularly in recent years, at all the Coun-
cil meetings. The fact that it has not proved possible to
reach an agreement is a different question. However,
this is not the result of negligence on the part of the
Heads of State and Government or the ministers, and
you will see that this problem will also be included on
the agenda for the Council on 1 and 2 December.
However, I do not think there would be any point in
my making any promises in connection with this meet-

ng.

Miss Quin. — Is the President-in-Office aware that
some of us are concerned about the way the Council
makes decisions on regional policy, in particular the
fact that the Council is often composed of ministers
whose primary responsibility back home is not for
regional policy at all, but for some area of policy —
for example, the Foreign Ministers? Has he any
suggestions for improving the way the Council consi-
ders regional policy and establishing a real regional
council? :

Mr Thorn. — (F) I am afraid there may be some
slight confusion but I must apologize for not having
followed the interpretation very well.

As regards regional policy in the sense in which we
understand it and in which everyone should under-
stand it, I must point out that it is not the Council
which makes the decisions. As you will see in our
directives, the council draws up the basic framework
for regional policy, which is a very vague affair.
Regional policy proper, i.e. its conception and imple-
mentation, are matters for the Commission and is not
a mauter which the Council has ever discussed or even
wished to discuss. I am not trying to shuffle off any
responsibility here, I am merely pointing out the facts
of the matter. It is up to the Commission, and not the
Council, to make proposals regarding the regional
measures it thinks should be taken.

Mr Price. — The question seeks an objective assess-
ment of what is being achieved towards economic
convergence through national regional policies.
Would the President-in-Office agree that there should
be a similar continuing review of the regional effects
of all the Community’s own policies and that this
would be helped if each of the Commission’s proposals
had attached to it a regional impact assessment if it
was likely to have any effect upon regional economic
convergence?
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Mr Thorn. — (F) I personally think this is an inter-
esting suggestion, and my own answer would tend to
be ‘yes’. You must realize, however, that in saying this
[ am not speaking on behalf of nine governments.

Mr Marshall. — Does the President-in-Office of the
Council realize that there are a substantial number of
peoble who doubt the effectiveness of regional poli-
cies, and would he accept that there are a large
number of people who believe that the Community
and the member governments should spend their time
encouraging economically successful areas, which are
most likely to provide the jobs necessary to defeat
unemployment?

Mr Hutton. — Would the President-in-Office agree
to bring pressure from his colleagues to bear upon the
Commission to submit to this House the opportunity
to revise the regulations of the European Regional
Development Fund, due to be revised by the end of
this year but now postponed indefinitely, so that the
first directly-elected Members of this Chamber may
have an opportunity to influence the direction of the
Fund in the manner indicated by the asker of the ques-
tion?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I go along to a considerable extent
with the criticisms made by the two honourable
Members. Having said this, I should like to correct the
last point made. You said that the revision had been
postponed indefinitely, whereas it has in fact only been
postponed until next year.

President. — I call Question No 52 by Mr Megahy
(H-437/80):

What arrangements are being made by the Member
Governments with respect to the tuition costs of Greek
students commencing courses in the autumn term of 1980
in the light of the fact that Greece enters the Community
on 1 January 19812

Mr Thorn, President-in-Qffice of the Council. —
(F) The general report by the Education Committee,
the content of which received the approval of the
Council and the Ministers of Education meeting
within the Council on 27 June 1980 — which I think I
mentioned last month — was to establish the principle
that students from other Member States should be
treated on the same footing as students of the host
country, stated that, in the case of students from new
Member States, application of the principle of treating
them in the same way as nationals in respect of tuition
costs could be postponed by any Member State until
the beginning of the academic year following the
accession.

This means that following the accession of Greece,
which will take effect as from 1 January 1981, those
Member States which deem it necessary may decide

not to apply the principle of non-discrimination as
regards tuition costs immediately but only as from the
academic year 1981/1982.

Mr Megahy. — Could the President-in-Office
inform us which of the nine member countries have,
in fact, taken a different line? My understanding of
the situation is that only the United Kingdom Govern-
ment is, in fact, refusing to treat Greek students in the
same way as other countries and that it has imposed
and is imposing on Greek students for the whole of
this academic year a very high rate of charges, which
would, in fact, penalize those students and seems quite
against the whole spirit of treating new countries
entering this Community.

Mr Thorn. — (F) I really do not see on what
grounds you are making this criticism. It is not for me
to comment on the way in which a particular Member
State or Government chooses to make use of the
options open to them. At any rate, this situation can
only possibly persist until the end of the transitional
academic year and nine months later the same condi-
tions will have to be applied across the board. I do not
see, therefore, what else I could add.

President. — Mr President, the questioner asked
which countries had taken a different view. I think this
question could well be answered in writing if the Pres-
ident-in-Office is unable to answer it today because he
has no specific details at hand.

Mr Thorn. — (F) Mr President, I cannot answer
now and do not know if there is any need for me to
say which country is making use of an option open to
it. The honourable Member has, however, himself
mentioned one country and I will not contradict him.

Mr Patterson. — Could I press the President-in-
Office to divulge the precise terms of the exemption?
When I put a similar question to Commissioner Burke
on Monday, he told us that a national government
could allow Greek students to be charged higher fees
than other Community students unti] next autumn if
charging equal fees were to lead to administrative
difficulties when Greece joins in January. Now first of
all most fees are charged not by the year but by the
term, and secondly the United Kingdom Government
has sought to justify its action not on grounds of
administrative difficulties but of cost. In view of these
facts will the President-in-Office of the Council raise
this matter at the Council?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I hope all the Members of Parlia-
ment will understand that, in my capacity as Presi-
dent-in-Office, all I can do is inform you of texts and
decisions. I am not here to pass comment on this or
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that or make predictions. I will now read you the deci-
sions we have reached and which are universally bind-

ng.

As regards the financial aspect, the report states that

where tuition fees are charged in a Member State, those
payable by swudents from other Community countries
shall be no higher than those payable by nationals of the
Member State concerned.

Thus this also applies in the case of Greek students.
Then comes the exception:

However, in the case of students from a new Member
State, a Member State may, for administrative reasons,
postpone implementation of the principle contained in
this paragraph until the start of the first academic year
after accession.

If then they wish to make the change earlier, they can
do so. It is up to them to decide. There is nothing
more I can add at this stage.

President. — I call Question No 53 by Mr Seeler
(H-442/80):

In a discussion on trade relations between the Community
and the Commonwealth countries, the Canadian Ambas-
sador in Brussels stated that the Council had not so far
granted the Commission a mandate to negotiate a new
agreement on the supply of uranium to the Community,
even though the existing agreement expires at the end of
1980. Why has no negotiating mandate yet been granted
and will such a mandate be granted in the immediate
future?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(F) Paragraph 5 of annex C to the amendment to the
Agreement between the European Atomic Energy
Community (Euratom) and the Government of
Canada for cooperation in peaceful uses of atomic
energy stipulates that:

As soon as possible after 31 December 1979 or the termi-
nation of the INFCE study, whichever is earlier, the
parties will commence negotiations with a view to replac-
ing this arrangement by other arrangements which will
take into account inter alia any results of the INFCE
studies in relation to the operations in question. If no such
arrangements have been agreed upon by the end of 1980,
the parties may jointly agree to extend the present interim
arrangement.

The Council’s subordinate bodies are currently exam-
ining the draft decision submitted by the Commission
on 4 July 1980 and the Council intends to give the
Commission in the very near future negotiating direc-
uves enabling the Community to fulfil its undertaking.

Mr Seeler. — (D) Will the delay, which there has
undoubtedly been, in the granting of the negotiating
mandate affect uranium supplies for European under-
takings and what does the Council envisage doing if

this gives rise to problems particularly involving power
generating undertakings?

Mr Thorn. — (F) As far as 1 know, this does not
pose any problems at present. As you might have
guessed from the answer I have just given you, there
will be absolutely no problems for the rest of this year.
If we do not then reach a satisfactory conclusion, we
will have to extend the present arrangement. But from
what I have heard, there are no real problems.

President. — I call Question No 54, by Sir Frederick
Warner (H-446/80):

In view of the fact that this relatively small matter of prin-
ciple has been under consideration for a number of years
now, can the Council tell Parliament what progress they
are making with the Austrian request for a tariff reduction
on a quota of concentrated perry-pear juice?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council.

— (F) The question of whether concessions should
be granted for imports of perry-pear juice originating
in Austria has already been raised on a number of
occasions within the Council’s subordinate bodies.
However, as I stated in my reply to Question H-246/
79 put by Mr Scou-Hopkins, the Council has not
received to date any proposal from the Commission
concerning this matter.

Sir Fred Warner. — This really is a lamentable case
of Commission and Council batting the responsibility
to and fro between each other. The Commission stated
here two days ago that, as far as they knew, every one
was perfectly satisfied with the present situation, but [
know that that is not so. Indeed I have had very strong
representations on the subject. I would therefore ask
the Commission to make proposals to the Council as
quickly as possible. I, for my part, will certainly try to
make sure that the Commission’s proposals are in line
with popular demand.

Mr Thorn. — (F) This is a reversal of roles. It is not
for the Council to take the place of the Commission
and make proposals, and in saying this it is not my
wish to point a finger at the Commission or send the
ball back into its court since the fact is that if on this
occasion the Commission has not submitted any
proposals, I have certain reasons to believe that this
was because certain national delegations had already
indicated that they were not very inclined to accept
these proposals. In saying this, however, I am already
going quite a long way.

Lord O’Hagan. — Do I understand that the Presi-
dent-in-Office feels that the Council is wholly unable
to take any action and that, as the Commission is not
yet in a position in which action can be taken, the
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Community is therefore without any powers what-
soever to prevent the present disastrous or seemingly
disastrous situation from getting considerably worse?
Do I understand that the President-in-Office is wash-
ing his hands of this matter?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I will admit quite frankly that I am
no expert on pear juice. However, I might quite simply
remind you that the Council cannot impose sanctions
and take decisions in the absence of a relevant
Commission proposal. All it can do is ask the Commis-
sion to submit proposals. However, as I have already
explained too clearly, various national delegations do
not feel inclined to invite such proposals since, unlike
you, they do not think the situation is disastrous.

Mr Seefeld. — (D) Mr President, may I ask whether
you are prepared to ask the future President of the
Commission whether he is prepared to do what you
have just said?

(Laughter)

Mr Thorn. — (F) If I did not I am sure you would

remind me to.

(Laughter)

Mr Welsh. — Are we to understand from what the
President-in-Office has just said that he considers it
legitimate that if the Commission feels that there
might conceivably be opposition from one Member
State on the Council to one of their proposals, that
justifies them not making any sort of proposal at all?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I never said I considered it legiti-
mate. | merely pointed out the fact that the Commis-
sion has not submitted any proposal and [ will be quite
frank with the honourable Member and tell him that I
know there is not only one but several delegations
within the Council which take a different view of the
markét situation than that of the honourable Member.
I do not think it is a crime to admit this, but it should
not be taken as an attempt to justify the absence of
proposals.

President. — 1 call Question No 55, by Mr Anto-
niozzi (H-395/80):

With reference to the current situation in Poland, what
measures will the Council take to support Polish workers
in their struggle for economic, social and institutional
progress, so as to enable them to attain their just objective
of securing respect of human rights in the spirit of the
joint commitment of Helsinki, and does 1t expect to
conclude agreements to give all possible support to the
Polish economy?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. —

'(F) As regards the more political aspect of the ques-

tion put by the honourable Member, the Presidency
confirms the reply already given, on behalf of the
Ministers for Foreign Affairs Meeting in the Frame-
work of Political Cooperation, to Written Question
No 1194/80 put by Mr Percheron. It is neither for the
Nine nor any government to intervene in any way in
the internal affairs of Poland. This, of course, does not
prevent the Nine from continuing to follow events in
Poland very closely.

As for the more directly economic aspects of the
current situation in Poland and the possibilities for
Community action referred to in the second part of
the question, I would point out that Community
policy with regard to State-trading countries is charac-
terized by openmindedness and willingness to nego-
tiate bilateral trade agreements with each of these
countries and that in 1974 it sent to Poland, and to the
other State-trading countries as well, an offer to nego-
tiate. This offer, which has so far given rise to no reac-
tion on the part of Poland, is still valid. I can reiterate
what [ have already had the opportunity of saying
during your recent debate on Poland, namely, that the
Council will consider, in a constructive frame of mind,
any request made by Poland along these lines.

Mr Antoniozzi. — (I} 1 agree that we must not inter-
vene in the internal affairs of other States and I there-

fore approve of the line we have adopted. However,

since I have read in the press that Poland is currently
in need of help — which I think it deserves — and it
appears that it has addressed specific requests for'aid
to various international bodies — there has been talk
of it asking the United States and various international
economic and credit institutions for aid — I should
like to know whether, after the offer made in 1974 of
which you have just reminded us, any specific requests
have been made to which we could reply in some way
as a Community, either within the context of interna-
tional political cooperation or through extra-Commu-
nity bodies in which we are involved.

I am convinced that even if you only have two more
days to go as President of the Council, you, with your
experience and the competency and enthusiasm which
you have for this matter, will push it forward in
specific terms, if this is at all possible, after taking up
your post in the Commission.

Mr Thorn. — (F) If I had to give a yes or no answer,
my answer would be ‘no, Poland has not made any
requests to the Community’. However, it is quite
possible that a request might be made one day, and
although the Community will be predisposed to adopt
a favourable autitude to it, it will nevertheless be exam-
ined on the basis of its economic and financial merits
so that neither I myself nor any of you could predict
the outcome and our attitude would be the same even
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if this problem were to arise in a larger context.
However, it has not yet reached this stage.

President. — I call Question No 56, by Mrs Ewing
(H-419/80):

In view of the unique nature of land and its inherent value
to citizens of all Member States, what view does the
Council take of the enormous purchases of land in Scot-
land by

1. third country companies and individuals whether resi-
dents of Scotland or not, and

2. by absentee purchasers from other Member States?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(F) The Council would draw the attention of the
honourable Member to the fact that Article 52 EEC
on the right of establishment in agriculture provides
that restrictions on the freedom of establishment of
nationals of a Member State in the territory of another
Member State shall be abolished by progressive stages
in the course of the transitional period.

In addition, Article 54 EEC provides that the Council
and the Commission shall carry out the duties devolv-
ing upon them under that Article by enabling a
national of one Member State to acquire and use land
and buildings situated in the territory of another
Member State insofar as this does not conflict with the
principles laid down in Article 39 (2). Pursuant to
these provisions, the Council has adopted a number of
directives, a list of which is available to the honourable
Member.

The Council also wishes to draw the attention of the
honourable Member to the fact that, quite apart from
the adoption and implementation of Directives, the
principal of freedom of establishment laid down in
Article 52 is directly applicable, in accordance with the
judgment of the Court of Justice in Case 2/74 where-
by:

Since the end of the transitional period, Article 52 of the

Treaty is a directly applicable provision despite the

absence, in a particular sphere, of the directives pro-
scribed by Articles 54 (2) and 57 (1) of the Treaty.

Under Article 155 EEC it is for the Commission to
ensure that the provisions of the Treaty and the
measures taken by the Institutions pursuant thereto are
applied. It is not for the Council to express an opinion
on the problems arising from the acquisition of land by
nationals of third countries.

Mrs Ewing. — Is the President-in-Office not aware
that, by failing to distinguish between freedom of esta-
blishment and the need to be resident, the Council is
failing to give a blanket condemnation of .one of the
world’s land scandals, unique certainly in the EEC,
namely absentee landlordism? The giant scale of this

problem is preventing the best use of an area about the
size of the Netherlands, so that a few may hunt, shoot
and fish in the style of medieval princes. Is he aware
that by turning a blind eye to this serious question the
Council is merely going to encourage further abuses
and further gross speculations not only by EEC
nationals but by Swiss banks and billionaires and
others until in the vast tracts of my area there may be
no Highlanders able to survive? Is this not economic
folly in a world short of timber? Is it not immorality in
a world short of food?

President. — Mrs Ewing, you have given your assess-
ment of the situation but not asked a question. Would
you please put'your question?

Mrs Ewing. — I asked whether you are aware that
you have failed to distinguish between freedom of
establishment and residence, with. all the resulting
consequences. It was a perfectly clear question;
perhaps it was awkward for you to answer!

Mr Thorn. — (F) I am sure the honourable Member
realizes that the President-in-Office is not, at this
point in time, going to look into all the different inter-
pretations of the Treaty in the various countries and
consider the question of whether the Treaty is good or
bad. You say this situation is causing you some
concern and I can sympathize with you. Nevertheless,
it is first and foremost Her Majesty’s Government
which should be reminded of this question, since I was
President of the Council at the time when the negotia-
tions leading to the accession of the United Kingdom,
Denmark and Ireland were conducted. I should point
out that, at the time, Denmark asked for a derogation
to the text relating to the right of establishment and
was granted this derogation by the Community. All 1
can say is that the United Kingdom did not ask for a
similar derogation during these negotiations.

As for the Dutch citizens who buy land in Scotland,
why do you want me to deprive them of a pleasure
which they take in Luxembourg to0?

(Laughter)

Mr Seligman. — Is the President-in-Office of the
Council prepared as future Commissioner to take on
board that this problem also affects southern England
where wide acres are being bought up by the Dutch
making it impossible for young farmers, because of the
inflation of land prices, to get started in that area?

Mr Thorn. — (F) It is my personal belief that we
should not try to use the right of establishment as an
instrument for solving the structural problems in the
agricultural sector. There are various national instru-
ments in existence, and the Community as a whole can
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also tackle these problems. If I might make a slightly
treacherous remark, I might say that even if the right
of establishment can give rise to the state of affairs
which Mrs Ewing criticizes, I think various possibilities
are open to imaginative governments which could
enable them to discourage excessive speculative
purchases.

Mr Purvis. — Have all countries now completed the
transitional phase to right of establishment or are there
still some countries with restrictions — perhaps
including Denmark and there may be others — as to
who can own farmland whether they be companies or
non-farmers or non-residents? I ask if any attempt has
been made to assess the impact of this capital invest-
ment by non-residents and their land or the welfare of
those who live and reside around it?

Mr Thorn. — (F) The transitional period has been
completed by the six original Member States of the
Community. In the case of the more recent members,
only Denmark requested this derogation, which still
applies.

As regards the second part of the honourable
Member’s question, I must offer my apologies for not
being able to answer it today as the necessary studies
have not been made.

President. — I call Question No 57, by Mr Prag
(H-447/80):

Does the Council agree that the disabled (both physically
and mentally) have suffered greatly from the cuts in
public expenduture undertaken of late by Member States,
and that, despite the almost total lack of provision in the
Community Treaties for help to the disabled, it is high
time the Council began work on a European Charter for
the Disabled?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. — (F) It
is not for the Council to comment on the level of
public expenditure devoted in the Member States to
action to help the disabled. The Council would,
however, refer to its Resolution of 27 June 1974,
which envisages the vocational rehabilitation of handi-
capped persons.

In addition, I would draw your attention to the fact
that part of the European Social Fund’s resources go
to help finance operations in the Member States for
the integration or reintegration of the handicapped in
€Cconomic activity.

Mr Prag. — Much of the money spent by the
Community is in the social field of money-shuffling in
which the Community pays back to the Member States
money it has received from them for projects which
change nothing and add nothing to what the Member

States are doing anyway. Would the Council of Minis-
ters contemplate, if so proposed by the Commission —
of which the President-in-Office of the Council will
shortly be President — the setting of Community stan-
dards or norms to be applicable in due course in all the
Member States for assisting the disabled in such fields
as housing, transport, access to buildings and educa-
tion?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I can reply to the honourable
Member by referring to a regulation which has just
been handed to me. I can only quote the main point
and I do not know whether this will satisfy you:

Disabled persons may be granted aid from the Fund
under Articles 4 and 5 of our Decision 71/66 EEC. The
types of aid include the following: aid intended to elimi-
nate obstacles hindering access to potential jobs; aid
intended to help adapt workplaces to the special needs of
disabled persons or to help in their vocational training or
retraining.

I do not have anything more specific at hand.

Mr Boyes. — Mr President, it is absolute hypocrisy
that a question of this kind should be tabled by a
Conservative in this Parliament this afternoon. The
Tory Government . . .

Shouts from the European Democratic Group — cries of
‘Question’!

President. — Mr Boyes, I must ask you, in accord-
ance with the Rules of Procedure, to put your supple-
mentary to the President-in-Office. This is Question
Time, not a debate.

Mr Boyes. — ... Ishall listen very carefully through-
out the rest of Question Time, and I shall be on my
feet at once if people make any statements without
immediately asking a question, if that is the way you
are going to rule the proceedings.

Does the President-in-Office of the Council agree
that Mr Prag would be better employed using his time
in trying to convince the leader of his government that
she ought to be doing something about the disabled,
instead of generating the terrible consequences that
might arise and the tragic situation in which the dis-
abled might find themselves if she doesn’t do a U-turn,
change her policies and start increasing rather than
decreasing public expenditure? 1 might remind
Mr Prag that the disabled cannot live by eating char-
ters.

Mr Thorn. — (F) Since I am not able to judge the
extent of Mr Prag’s powers of persuasion over his
government, I cannot answer the question put by the
honourable Member.
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Ms Clwyd. — Is the President-in-Office aware that
the Committee on Social Affairs is at present drawing
up a report on the disabled? Presumably the Council is
now particularly interested in waiting for the opinion
of the Parliament. Will he glve that report, which will
make a number of sweeping recommendations on
behalf of the disabled, detailed consideration? Will he
also, when he becomes President of the Commission,
make sure that the Commission makes a special effort
to take action in the International Year of the Dis-
abled and not simply make pious statements, but act on
the opinion of the Parliament?

Mr Thorn. — (F) I can assure you that the Council
— and, I am certain, the Commission — will take
account of the opinions of this Parliament and take
due note of all the suggestions made by a Parliamen-
tary committee on this matter. The honourable
Member will, however, understand that it is far too
early to say what results this may have.

Mr Moreland. — Does the President-in-Office of the
Council not agree with me that in 1981, the Year of
the Disabled, the Community should take a number of
initiatives in this field and that there should be an
expanded Social Fund to deal with problems in this
field? Will he in his present and future capacities make
proposals to the Council and the Commission in order
to ensure that 1981 is stamped as the Year of the Disa-
bled in the Community?

Mr Thorn. — (F) The answer is ‘yes’. I would also
draw your attention to the existence of the Social
Fund, which does in fact take initiatives, but I should
like, in a personal capacity, to ask why people are
always asking this of the Community?

Everyone here knows the problems we will have to
contend with in the context of a budgetary debate.
With the almost insurmountable difficulties facing us,
are we always going to turn to the Community when
we want something? Why not to the Member States,
so that we will be able to use all the money available
for the implementation of Community policies in
regions where both you and we want them and where
they should receive priority.

(Applanse)

President. — 1 call Question No 58 (H-459/80) by
Mr de la Malene:

In view of the recent change in the method of calculating
the value of special drawing rights, what is the Council’s
reaction to the fact that the new weighting reveals signifi-
cant differences, in particular an increase in the weight
given to the dollar?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Council. —
(F) The decision referred to by the honourable
Member is a matter for the statutory organs of the
International Monetary Fund. The Council; for its
part, has no comment on the decision.

Mr de la Maléne. — (F) May [, therefore, take it that
the Council finds it perfectly reasonable that, in the
current situation as regards international trade and the
role of the various currencies, the dollar should be
strengthened and that it finds this change a desirable
one which reflects the reality of international trade?

Mr Thorn. — (F) Mr de la Maléne, you are frankly
being a little hasty in your conclusions and you know
much better than a lot of people how the Council
takes its decisions. Thus, [ think, as you might have

‘guessed, that these conclusions would not be shared

by all the Member Governments.

As regards the dollar, you will of course realize that
the importance of its role does not depend solely on
decisions taken by the Council of the European
Communities. I might mention that the dollar, which
was previously given the weight of 33 %, currently has
a weight of around 42 %. The Community currencies
in the old special drawing rights basket had a total
welghtmg of approximately 41 %. The three Commu-
nity currencies still in the basket, i.e. the German
Mark, the French Franc and the Pound have a total
weighting of about 45 %, thus still higher than that of
the dollar because the weighting for these currencies
have also been increased by 4 %.

Mr Cousté. — (F) Since we are talking about the
three currencies which have remained in the basket
and their weighting of 45 %, can you tell us what their
relatve weight will be following the decisions of the
International Monetary Fund since if the weight of
these three Community currencies has in fact been
increased, the question arises as to the relative weight
of these three currencies individually and this is the
point of Mr de la Maléne’s question? It is not only the
weight of the dollar, but the weight of the other Euro-
pean currencies about which I am sure this Assembly is
concerned.

Mr Thorn. — (F) All I can do at ptesent is answer
regarding the total weight of the three European
currencies and I have already done so in my reply to
Mr de la, Malene’s question. Whereas the dollar has
increased from 33 % to 41 %, the three Community
currencies have at the same time increased to 45 %. |
cannot, however, tell you in what relation they stand
to each other.

Mr Cousté. — (F) Then I will submit a written ques-
tion on this subject.
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Mr Thorn. — (F) It would in fact be easier to answer
you in this way.

President. — We proceed with the questions to the
Foreign Ministers meeting in Political Cooperation.

I call Question No 78 by Mr Lomas (H-376/80):

Guwven the Indonesian Government’s genocidal policies
against the people of East Timor, 150 000 of whom have
died as a result of Indonesia’s attempted annexation of
the territory, what is the view of the Council on the
increase i1 arms sales by Member States to the Indonesian
Military since the 1975 invasion of East Timor?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (F) This problem has not been discussed
within the context of political cooperation. I therefore
hope the honourable Member will understand that 1

am not in a position to give a reply on behalf of the
Nine.

Mr Lomas. — In that case, could I press the Foreign
Ministers to discuss this question, because there are
tens of thousands of people being murdered by the
Indonesian Government with arms which are being
supplied by the Member States of this Community>
So, whilst obviously fully accepting the reply given,
may I press him to see that this is raised as a matter of
some urgency, in order that weapons supplied by us
are not used to butcher the people of East Timor, as
they are being now?

Mr Thorn. — (F) 1 will naturally pass on the request
of the honourable Member, but I cannot say, if only
for personal reasons, that I shall press the Council to
adopt a decision on this matter, since I will not be in a
position to do so anyway. However, I would also like,
in a personal capacity, to remind the honourable
Member that if we were to adopt the attitude he
proposes in this specific case, there would be a whole
list of areas in which it could apply.

Mr Marshall. — I would like to ask the President-
in-Office whether, before the Community indulges in
an orgy of masochistic self-criticism, he would
confirm that this Community gives much more
economic assistance than military and that it is in fact
the Soviet Union which specializes in giving away
arms rather than economic aid to the Third World.

Mr Thorn. — (F) All I can do is confirm what I have
already said several times and assure the honourable
Member that I go along with him entirely.

President. — I call Question No 79 (H-463/80) by
Mr Spicer, for whom Mr Seligman is deputizing:

In the light of the conflict between Iraq and Iran, what
steps are the Foreign Ministers taking to ensure the physi-
cal secunty of vessels transporting oil from the Gulf
supplying States to fuel social and economic life in the
Community?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (F) In their statement of 23 September 1980
in New York, the Foreign Ministers of the Nine
Member States of the European Community expressed
their concern regarding the military confrontation
between Iraq and Iran which, incidently, I mentioned
earlier this morning. On the same occasion, they
stressed the crucial importance for the international
community as a whole of the freedom of navigation in
the Gulf which must at all costs be protected.

However, the question of practical measures aimed at
ensuring the security of vessels in the Gulf has not
been discussed within the context of political coopera-
tion. As I have already pointed out in my meeting with
the Political Affairs Committee, the Presidency is not,
therefore, in a position to reply to the honourable
Member on behalf of the Nine.

Mr Seligman. — I wonder whether, in order to avoid
the danger of the Straits of Hormuz being closed and
also the dangers to which these lengthy supply-lines
round South Africa are exposed, the President-in-
Office would consider the possibility of promoting the
idea of establishing a pipeline from Saudi Arabia and
the Persian Gulf through Sinai to the Mediterranean?
This would avoid two problems and would greatly
increase the security of supplies to the West.

Mr Thorn. — (F) I realize that this problem has been
brought up in certain quarters. It is a question of
investment, among other things. I hope the honour-
able Member will realize that I cannot reply on behalf
of the Nine today.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) Mr President, on 21 May
last year we were discussing a question which was an
exact counterpart to this one. On that occasion, the
then President-in-Office, Mr Zamberletti, stated quite
clearly that all questions of military and security policy
were outside the scope of Community activity. I
should like to ask Mr Thorn whether he shares the

view expressed by Mr Zamberletti on that occasion.

Mr Thorn. — (F) The Treaties are the Treaties and
do not contain references to matters of defence, mili-
tary problems or security problems.

This very morning we had a debate on the Security
and Cooperation Conference in Madrid, during which
I pointed out on behalf of the Nine that they had
supported the French proposal for a disarmement
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conference, which demonstrates — and I am mention-
ing this simply as an example — that in certain ways,
not to say through certain channels, we do sometimes
come to touch on questions of security within the
context of political cooperation, but this is only when
they form part of a whole, and we do not deal with
military or security problems as such.

President. — I call Question No 80 by Mrs Lizin
(H-472/80):

What stage has been reached in consultations among the
Nine on the atutude to be adopted to the representative
of the Cambodian Regime, and is it true that an attitude
favourable to allowing the representative of Pol Pot to sit
as the representative of Cambodia is emerging?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (F) On 13 October 1980, the United Nations
General Assembly approved, without vote, the report
on the committee on the verification of credentials.

Previously, an amendment contesting the credentials
of the delegation of Democratic Kampuchea had been
rejected by the General Assembly. In the vote on this
amendment, the Nine did not adopt a common posi-
tion. At the debate on the situation in Cambodia on
15 October 1980, the Nine stated their deep concern
at the continuing serious situation in that country.
They drew the attention of the Assembly to the suffer-
ings of the Khmer people who, after being subjected
to the atrocities of the Pol Pot regime, has been
deprived of its independence as a result of the Viet-
namese invasion of its territory. This is my answer on

behalf of the Nine.

Mrs Lizin. — (F) In view of what he said this morn-
ing in his statement on political cooperation and the
condemnation, which he has repeated just now, of the
Pol Pot regime and the support it might receive, which
would be similar to supporting Hitler in 1936, does the
President-in-Office of the Council think that it would
be possible to recommend the eight of the Member
States which have supported this regime, to adopt
from now on a different position in the international
bodies where this question arises?

Mr Thorn. — (F) This is a far more complex ques-
tion, but I should like first of all to point out that this
is not a question of supporting the Pol Pot regime.
There has never been any question of this and I should
like to refer you to what I said this morning about my
feelings and the feelings of the Nine regarding the Pol
Pot regime. However, this is a question of a basic
approach to the representativity of certain govern-
ments and the changes which could be made in these
regimes. To put it another way, if we are condemning
the current regime, this does not mean that we are
supporting the Pol Pot regime and, if we were to

change our minds on this point, this would be tanta-
mount to changing our basic philosophy and I should
like to add, in addition, that we are not the only ones
in this situation. Many of our friends such as the
ASEAN countries, among others, have consulted us
on this matter and there is a certain amount of solidar-
ity. I should like to leave it at that for the time being.

President. — In accordance with the Rules of Proce-
dure, the questions by Mr Cousté on the Turkish
regime, Mrs Ewing on the Madrid Conference and
Mr Israél on concerted Community action on the
Middle East cannot be put as they have already been
discussed in the debate this morning.

I call, therefore, the remaining Question, No 82 by
Mr Boyes (H-512/80):

Would the President-in-Office inform Parliament about
what has been achieved by discussions with the Chairman
(or his representative) of the non-aligned countries?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (F) I regret to have to reply that I have not,
either in my capacity as President-in-Office of the
Nine, or in a national or even private capacity, had
talks with the Chairman of the non-aligned countries,
or his representative. Thus I cannot say anything more
on this subject today.

Mr Boyes. — I would like to ask the President — I
regret that he has not had a meeting with the
non-aligned countries in view of the important role
they play in the world today and although I under-
stand obviously that his term of office is ending pretty
soon to take on a more challenging and important
position — if he would advise his successor that it is a
meeting that ought to take place at an early date in the
new President’s period of office and to raise an impor-
tant question, namely the American blockade against
Cuba. We had a statement here from one of our
rapporteurs yesterday that in the steel crisis in the
Community we were unable to sell some steel to
Amcrica because there was a small amount of Cuban
nickel in it. That, to my mind, is a ridiculous situation
when you think of the number of unemployed people
in the Community. So I would hope the President can
give me a positive answer to my question.

Mr Thorn. — (F) This supplementary contains
several questions and I do not wish, nor am I able, to
comment on the last one, i.e. the American blockade
against products from Cuba. Political cooperation is
not the correct context in which to comment on this
point, as it would necessitate a far more lengthy
discussion.

This leaves us with the fundamental question of who
has contacts with the Chairman of the non-aligned
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countries. Firstly, I should like to say that, in my view,
the Community should undoubtedly maintain contacts
with the non-aligned countries and I can assure you,
for the rest, that we have always done so. As regards
specific contacts with their Chairman and, in particu-
lar, their present Chairman, this is another question,
especially since the structure of that organization is
not, as you know, the same as that of this one. It is
possible to have contacts with the organization of the
non-aligned countries without, as it were, making too
much of the current Chairman or maintaining perma-
nent contacts with him. This is not always very logical,
however, since within the non-aligned countries, as we
all know, there is more than a tendency in this direc-
tion. However, to give a political answer to a political
question, I do not see why this should not be a possi-
bility.

President. — I call Mr Cousté on a point of order.

Mr Cousté. — (F) Mr President, you are not in my
view applying the Rules of Procedure since the ques-
tion of the developments of the Turkish regime and
the respect for human rights have not been discussed
at any point. I have been present all the time yesterday
and today and this point has not been touched upon. I
therefore strongly urge the President to invite the
President of the Council to reply on behalf of the
Foreign Ministers meeting in political and — I mean
political — cooperation.

President. — I listened very carefully to what the
President of the Council had to say in his report. Both
he and the groups spokesmen went into these ques-
tions during the debate. I must therefore assume that
you were not present at the debate here today.

I call Mr Israél on a point of order.

Mr Israél. — (F) Mr President, I naturally respect
your decision, but I should nevertheless like to point
out with all due respect that my question relates to a
very specific matter concerning the action of the Euro-
pean Community at UNESCO’s General Assembly
and I am not aware of this matter having been
discussed under any heading whatsoever during
today’s debate. Above all, Mr President, I would not
wish you to give the impression of taking a dilatory
attitude regarding the basis of the debate.

President. — Mr Israél, I must admit that, unlike Mr
Cousté’s question which is of a general nature, your
question relates to a specific point. I call therefore
Question No 84 by Mr Israél (H-530/80):

At Unesco’s General Assembly in Belgrade the Nine
Community countries were unable to present a united
front when it came to voting on a resolution concerning
the education and cultural establishments in the occupied

Arab lands (21 C/PRG/V/DRS8 of 14 October 1980).
Eight voted against the resolution and one abstained.

Can the President of the Council of Ministers explain this
state of affairs and indicate what is the point of various
declarations of intent such as that made at Venice and of
the President of the Council’s personal mission to the
Middle East at that time when the need for concerted
Community action is not respected?

Mr Thorn, President-in-Office of the Foreign Minis-
ters. — (F) It is true that the Nine adopt a common
position in the vote on the resolution referred to by
the honourable Member. The Presidency is unable to
give an explanation on behalf of the Nine. There is no
need to remind the honourable Member that the
action of the Nine in the Middle East is based on the
Venice declaration. We have discussed this suffi-
ciently, as I pointed out on 23 September last at the
United Nations General Assembly. The Nine are
confident that the sincerity of their intentions and
their determination to make a genuine contribution
towards solving the conflict will be recognized and
appreciated by all concerned.

Mr Israél. — (F) I was present at the UNESCO
General Assembly at the time when the Nine of the
Community countries failed to vote as a body. Do you
not feel that if we are unable to take a united stand on
questions as vital as the occupation of Arab territory
by Israel, we must draw certain conclusions and exer-
cise a little more restraint in our attitudes concerning
the Middle East? Do you not think that I may have a
point in drawing your attention to the danger and the
risk which has appeared?

Ms Thorn. — (F) I go along with the honourable
Member in regretting that things turned out the way
they did. However, I am sure he will excuse me if I do
not draw the same conclusion. In my view, given the
situation as it stands, what we must do is attempt to
counteract it and see to it that nothing similar happens
in the future.

President. — Before closing Question Time, may [
Mr President of the Council, thank you on this occa-
sion of your last appearance before this Parliament in
your present office, you have for so many years been
so committed to the European cause that Parliament
can only wish that all Presidents of the Council could
show the same sense of fairness in their dealings with
this Parliament as you have shown in your answers. I
think Parliament can count itself lucky to have such a
committed European, who is now familiar with all the
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views of this Parliament, as the next President of the
Commission. I should like on behalf of this Parliament
to wish you every success in this work. Thank you.

(Applause)

Question Time is closed.!

9. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received four motions for resolu-
tions with request for urgent debate pursuant to
Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure:

— motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-602/80) by Mrs Lizin
and others on the treatment by the Soviet authorities
of a number of women activists seeking to abolish
discrimination between men and women in the Soviet
Union,

— motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-604/80) by Mr Welsh
and others on the renegotiation of the Mulifibre
Arrangement;

— motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-607/80) by five
groups, Mr Carossino and Mr Capanna on the refer-
endum in Uruguay;

— moton for a resolution (Doc 1-609/80) by Mr de
Clercq and others on the sale of butter to the Soviet
Union.

The reasons supporting these requests for urgent
debate are contained in the documents themselves.

Parliament will be consulted on these requests for
urgency at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

1 See Annex

10. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will take place at
9am, 3pm. and 9pm. tomorrow, Thursday,
20 November 1980, with the following agenda:

— decision on requests for an early vote on a number of
motions for resolutions

— decision on urgent procedure for a number of motions
for resolutions

— Notenboom report on the first supplementary and
amending budgets for 1980 (debate and vote)

— joint debate on the Wawrzik report and the Sablé
report on the ACP-EEC Convention

— joint debate on a Kirk report, a Clinton report, a
Cresson report and an oral question to the Commis-
sion on fisheries policy

— Quin report on imports of New Zealand butter

— Colleselli report on the system of agricultural surveys
in ltaly

— Rabbethge report on food aid

— Ghergo report on the application of social security
schemes to employees

— van der Gun report on aid from the European Social
Fund 1o workers in the shipbuilding industry

— Pearce report on generalized tariff preferences
3 p.m.:Votes
The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 7.15 p.m.)
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ANNEX

Questions which could not be answered during Question Time, with written answers
1. Questions to the Commussion

Question No 3, by Mr Maber (H-427/80)
Subject: Bank interest rates

With bank interest rates wavering between 7 % in some Member States and almost 18 % in others,
the operation of truly common prices under the CAP is impossible; does the Commission have any
proposals to make to ensure that this serious distortion is removed?

Answer

The issue raised by Mr Maher is one aspect of the much broader problem of differences between the
general economies of Member States. It is not only interest rates which differ widely but also, for
example, inflation, rates of taxation and social benefits. The economic, social and fiscal policies
pursued in Member States also differ. One cannot therefore just take out one element of the overall
economic picture. There are other factors that have 15 be taken into account for a full appreciation.
The problems raised by these differences can only be mastered by closer coordination of economic
monetary, social and fiscal policies in the Community.

»

Question No 5, by Mr Come (H-438/80): deferred

Question No 9, by Mr van Aerssen (H-353/80)

Subject: Sixth International Tin Agreement.

What position is the European Community adopting on the main issues of the Sixth Internauonal Tin
Agreement negotiations, such as stabilization of tin prices, financing of buffer stocks, an export
control clause, increasing tin production by granting royalties to producers, levying a tax on exports
and so on?

Answer

At the first session of the United Nations conference on the negotiation of the Sixth International Tin
Agreement held in May of this year, the Community explained what it felt should be the three main
elements in the Sixth Agreement.

— Firstly, the setting-up of normal buffer stock of 35 000 tonnes, financed by direct contributions
from the participants.

— Secondly, the setting-up of an additional buffer stock, financed by credits on the basis of storage
collateral certificates and government guarantees, where necessary. This additional stock would
be utilized at the discretion of the Tin Council whenever the normal buffer stock was nearing
depletion. The Community’s proposal was that the additional buffer stock should comprise some-
thing like two-thirds of the normal buffer stock. The Community has declared its readiness to
enter into discussions on limiting the participants’ financial obligations with regard to the supple-
mentary buffer stock.
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— Thirdly, introduction of export controls at the discretion of the Tin Council, whenever the Coun-
cil judges the resources in the buffer stock to be inadequate to maintain the minimum price.

The Community has declared its readiness to discuss the conditions for the introduction of these
export controls at a later date; in its opinion, any such measures should be lifted automatically
and rapidly.

In the Commission’s view, there is no evidence that export levies would help to stabilize prices, as
the agreements are aiming for. This is a very tricky matter, as discussion of this question could be
interpreted as interference in the sovereign decisions of third countries.

Mr van Aerssen will recall that it was the Community’s attitude to these three main elements of
the agreement which really prompted the negotiations on the Sixth Agreement, and it was these
three points which were discussed in the course of the many consultations held by the parties to
the negotiations during the last few months. The negotiations themselves are scheduled for
resumption next month, and the Community awaits the official reactions from the other parties to
its proposals.

Question No 11, by Mr de la Maléne (H-458/80)

Subject: State assistance to nationalized industries
What policies are currently being pursued by the Commission regarding State assistance to national-

ized industries?

Answer

The Commission is currently following very auentively developments in the Community’s car indus-
try (an assessment of which has been forwarded to Parliament) and the general economic situation
regarding trade in goods between the Community and Japan (on which the Commission has
presented 2 memorandum to the Council).

The question of imports of Japanese cars must be viewed against this background.

Of course, the question raised by Mr de la Maléne regarding the possible effects of a limit on
Japanese car exports to the United States has not escaped the Commission’s attention.

Mr Haferkamp and Mr Davignon expressed their concern on this matter to the Japanese Government
on the occasion of the visits of Mr Amaya and Mr Okita last October.

The Commussion is following carefully the development of discussions on this matter between Japan

and the United States, and this issue was of course also dealt with at the high-level discussions on 17
and 18 November 1980.

Question No 15, by Mr Megahy (H-473/80)
Subject: State assistance to fiationalized industries

What policies are currently being pursued by the Commission regarding State assistance to national-
ized industries?

Answer

The Commission is currently examining the aid granted to public undertakings like that granted to
other undertakings on the basis of Arucles 92 and 93 of the EEC Treaty. However, in order to pro-
vide the necessary guarantees regarding transparency in relations between the Member States and
nationalized industries — this being an essenual precondition for the effective application of the aru-
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cles I just referred to — the Commission adopted a directive on this matter in June 1980. This initia-
tive, supported by your Assembly, will enable the Commission to exercise its discretionary powers in a
non-discriminatory spirit — and of course bearing in mind the particular tasks referred to in Arti-
cle 90 (2) — regarding aid to nationalized and private undertakings. The Commission is determined
to act in this spirit, mindful of the fact that these two types of undertakings coexist and are in direct
competition with each other in various sectors in the Community.

Question No 16, by Mr Cecovini (H-475/80)
Subject: Energy economies in shipping

Having regard to the increasingly grave energy crisis caused by continuous increases in the price of
petroleum and its derivatives and the difficulty of procuring supplies, and having regard to the crisis
in shipbuilding, will the Commission recommend that the Member States adopt a policy aimed at
replacing turbine with diesel engines in merchant ships, thereby achieving the following: lower fuel
consumption in absolute terms; a reduction in operating speeds, with a consequent higher demand for
shipping which will also relieve the strain on the world shipbuilding industry by increasing orders; job
opportunities in the ship conversion and repair industries; a general increase in employment levels in
the shipbuilding and marine engineering industries?

Answer

The Commussion knows that replacement of steam turbines by diesel motors, which mainly concerns
some big tankers and big container ships, is among the effective methods of saving energy consump-
tion.

But this, even if its importance has increased, is not the only determinant for shipowners in decisions
to convert ships’ propulsion systems. Such decisions reflect a whole'range of criteria of an economic,
technical and commercial nature, without forgetting financial considerations given the size of the
investment. Moreover conversion to diesel is not the only method that allows marked energy saving
to be achieved. In this regard speed reduction, already widely practised, should also be mentioned.

Taking account of these considerations and noting that shipowners are usually keen to save energy,
the Commission does not think it timely to recommend a systematic policy of conversion from steam
turbine to diesel. The effect of such a measure on employment in the sector concerned should not be
overesumated when account is taken not only of the competitive situation in the market in this sector,
but also the relauvely limited number of ships to be converted.

Question No 23, by Mr Cousté (H-485/80): deferred

Question No 25, by Mr Lynge (H-487/80)
Subject: Dutch ban on sealskin imports
In view of the fact that not all species of seal are threatened with extinction, what grounds did the

Commission have for accepting the total ban imposed by the Netherlands on 4 September 1980 on
the import of sealskin products in any form?
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Answer

The purpose of the regulation referred to by the honourable Member is to implement Article 3 of the
law on threatened exotic animal species. The purpose of the law is to protect such species. According
to the law, an animal species is considered threatened when 1ts natural environment is gradually
disappearing or when trade in or consumption of the species is a risk to its existence. The Commis-
sion was informed of the new regulation by the Dutch Government.

The regulation must be assessed in the light of the criteria laid down in Article 36 of the EEC Treaty.
This arucle provides for certain exceptions to the provisions concerning the free movement of goods
to the extent that these exceptions are particulary justified on grounds of public morality and the
protection of the life of animals.

The Commission feels that on overall view of the matter is essential. On the basis of an overall
consideration of current provisions in the Member States, it will be in a position to comment on
compliance with the Treaty.

Question No 26, by Mr Welsh (H-488/80)

Subject: A Community system for vehicle type approval

Could the Commission explain what impediments exist to the establishment of a Community-wide
system of type approval for heavy goods vehicles and indicate what progress has been made to
harmonize standards and ensure that these vehicles can be freely sold throughout the Common
Market?

Answer

1. It must be remembered in the first place that many directuves on the approximation of Member
States’ legislation on type approval of motor vehicles apply to goods vehicles (international cate-

gory N).

The following directives may be mentioned:
-— lighting and light-signalling devices;

— air pollution;

— braking devices;

— steering mechanism;

— permissible noise level;

— tachograph.

2. As for the road vehicles mentioned by the honourable Member, the main barrier to a Commu-
nity-wide system of type approval 1s the problem of weight and measurement.

The Commission has submitted a number of proposals in recent years in connection with this. The
most recent proposal (1979) is currently being discussed by the European Parliament’s Committee on

Transport.

The Commission hopes that the Council will be in a position to make a decision in 1981.

*

Questions No 27, by Mr Deleau (H-490/80), and No 28, by Mr Ansquer (H-492/80). deferred
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Question No 29 by Mrs Squarcialupi (H-495/80)
Subject: Compliance with international standards on working conditions.

Can the Commission indicate what action has been taken on the proposal, contained in the memoran-
dum of 16 February 1978 on the renewal of the Convention of Lomé, for the granting of Community
concessions, particularly in the commercial sector, to all the developing countries, including those
covered by the Convention of Lomé, to be made subject to compliance with certain basic interna-
tional standards on working conditions?

Answer

1. On 8 November 1978, the Commission presented the Council with a communication on ‘deve-
lopment cooperation and compliance with international standards on working conditions’, on which
the Parliament expressed a favourable opinion.

2. At the end of 1979, this communication was discussed by the Council’s Working Party on Deve-
lopment Cooperation and, in a more restricted framework (the new system of general preferences),
by the Committee of Permanent Representatives.

3. However, study of the Commission document has got no further than the Council’s Working
Party on Development Cooperation, and the Council itself has, generally speaking, taken no account
of the Commission’s communication. This matter was not raised in connection with the negotiations
on the renewal of the Convention of Lomé.

4. Nor does the communication appear to figure on the agenda for the forthcoming meeting of the
Council of Development Cooperation Ministers on 18 November 1980, as discussions within the
Working Party on Development Cooperation have not produced clear results, while the discussions
held by the Committee of Permanent Representatives resulted in the Commission’s proposal to
consider compliance with international standards on working conditions in terms of the system of
general taniff preferences being unanimously rejected.

5. Despite these difficulties and delays, the Commission will persevere in its attempt to ensure that
certain minimum standards with regard to what are seen as basic working conditions are complied

with In accordance with the opinion of the Economic and Social Committee, the Commission feels
that this matter should be discussed further by the International Labour Organization.

Questions No 30, by Mrs Vayssade (H-501/80), and No 31, by Mr Turcat (H-505/80): deferred

Question No 32, by Mr Fanton (H-506/80)
Subject: Greek exchange market
Is the Commission helping at present to set up a foreign exchange market in Athens and can it say on

which of the Community’s foreign exchange markets the drachma is expected to be subject to an
official quotation when Greece enters the Community on 1 January 1981?
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Answer

The Commission is not involved in the setting-up of a foreign exchange market in Athens. This is a
matter for the Greek authorities, who have undertaken to make a foreign exchange market opera-
tional by 1 January 1981, when Greece will become a Member State of the Community. The legisla-
tion relating to the establishment of a foreign exchange market in Athens has been adopted by the
Greek authorities, and the Commission has been told that the market will be opening in the very near
future.

In the course of negotiations on Greek membership, it was agreed that the Greek drachma would be
quoted on at least one of the Community’s foreign exchange markets. No precise details are available
yet as to which market will be selected, nor the date from which the drachma will be quoted. The
Greek authorities have made it known that they would like to gain experience on the Athens market
before their currency is quoted on a foreign market.

%

Question No 33, by Miss Quin (H-509/80)
Subject: Japanese competition in the European machine-tool industry

Has the Commission made a study of how the machine-tool industry in the various countries of the
EEC has been affected by Japanese competition and does it plan any initiatives on a European basis to
withstand this competition?

Answer

1. The Community’s machine-tool industry is currently ranked number one in the world, with a
34 % share of world production in 1979.

2. Japan’s market share has gone up from 7-8 % in 1975 to 11-9 % in 1979. In particular, the
Japanese machine-tool industry has built up a very strong position in advanced machinery and equip-
ment. The Japanese producers appear to have made good use here of their lead in the field of elec-
tronic technology, which has enabled them to build up a technically remarkable position as regards
numerically-controlled machines and robots. This growth strategy is based in part on cooperation
agreements with European companies (e.g. the manufacturing licence agreement between Renault-
Somva, the second largest French manufacturer, and Toyoda).

3. The Commission is keeping abreast of developments in the machine-tool industry, which is of
strategic importance as regards both the scale of production and the share of external trade.

The Commission would like to emphasize that, if the European machine-tool industry wants to main-
tain its present market position, it will have to develop its production of advanced electronic compo-
nents, which will in the future be a major competitive factor on the machine-tool market. For this
reason, the Commission places great value on the initiative it has taken in the field of telematics, and
hopes Parliament will give it its effective support.

Question No 34, by Mrs Desmond (H-510/80)
Subject: Existing aid for redundant steelworkers

Can the Commission outline what sources of aid are available at present for redundant workers in the
steel industry, pending the agreement of the measures currently under discussion?

Answer

On the basis of Article 56 (2b) of the ECSC Treaty, the Commission has entered into bilateral agree-
ments with the governments of the Member States, by dint of which certain payments made to redun-
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dant workers (or workers threatened with redundancy) from the steel industry and the other ECSC
industries can be financed in part from Community funds.

These types of additional aid, which are granted on the basis of proposals made by the governments,
take account of the personal situation of the persons concerned.

The types of aid to be made available are decided on by each of the Member States following consul-
tations at national level with workers and employees; they therefore reflect, in principle, the wishes
and feelings of all concerned.

Consideration 1s currently being given to the rules in force in each of the countries concerned for the
various types of social aid.

Generally speaking, the following types of aid are given: reduced pay, travelling, removal and instal-
lation expenses and reimbursement of the costs of retraining. It is possible to use the reduced-pay
provisions for older workers to bring about an improvement in existing pension rights.

The bilateral agreements also stipulate that the Commission should share, up to a maximum of 50 %,
in the costs incurred by governments in this respect.

For these types of aid for workers from the coal and steel industries, the Commission has made
67 million units of account available in 1980, the lion’s share being earmarked for the steel industry.

The applications submitted so far for 1980 amount to some 82 million units of account, which means
that some of the money will not be available until 1981. The 1981 budget provides for 75 million units
of account for these social measures.

As the House will know, the Commission proposal (supported by Parliament) for additional funds to
be made available from the Community budget for the ECSC budget to finance special applications
regarding workers in the steel industry, submitted to the Commission by a number of Member States,
is currently awaiting the Council’s attention.

Question No 35, by Mr Boyes (H-511/80)

Subject: Integrated operations

In view of the answer to my oral question in October (H- 461/80)1 in which the Commission states
that it is working on a project at Naples, is considering a project in Belfast and has neither the
resources nor the staff to consider any further areas for the project, would the Commission inform
Parliament how and when it expects to determine whether or not the experiment has failed or
succeeded?

Answer

1. The Commuission believes that the Naples and Belfast operations have been successful experi-
ments insofar as they have enabled the investment earmarked for those areas to be coordinated and
speeded up, and have resulted in better utilization and more effective concentration of the available
funds from national and Community sources.

2. The time limit for these operations is of the order of five years, and so it is impossible for the
Commission to draw a complete and definitive conclusion as regards these operations until the end of
that period.

Nonetheless, the Commission will of course draw provisional conclusions some time before the final
phase, in an attempt to ascertain the effects of these operations on the economic and social situations

in the areas concerned.

As regards Naples, for instance (the only operation which has been underway for some time), the
Commission already feels able to say that positive results have been achieved.

U Debates, Report of proceedings, 13 October 1980, p. 46.
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For Belfast, on the other hand, it is still premature to make any predictions in view of the fact that the
operation has not yet reached a truly operational stage.

%

Question No 36, by Mr Marshall (H-513/80)
Subject: UK exports to the Members of the EEC

Can the Commission make available figures indicating by how much UK exports to other Commu-
nity countries have grown since 1973; what percentage of UK exports now go to other EEC coun-
tries; how the rate of growth of UK exports to other EEC countries compares with the growth of UK
exports in general.

Answer

Between 1973 and 1979, UK exports to the other Member States of the Community increased at an
annual average rate of 23 %, which is substantially higher than the average annual rate of 18 % by
which all UK exports increased. over the same period.

As a result of this faster rate of increase, UK intra-Community exports as a proportion of all UK
exports have increased from some 32 % in 1973 to almost 42 % in 1979.

This trend has been maintained in 1980; over the first six months of this year, UK intra-Community
exports as a proportion of all UK exports amounted to 42-7 %, compared with 41-3 % in the corres-
ponding period in 1979.

Question No 37, by Mr McCartin (H-515/80)
Subject: Grant-aiding uranium prospecting in Donegal, Ireland

Is the Commission aware that they are grant-aiding uranium prospecting in Donegal, Ireland, and in
view of this fact can it give assurances that this venture is not potentially dangerous to workers
engaged in the venture, potentially dangerous to the environment, potentially dangerous to the
community living in the area of prospecting? Has the Commission any mechanism whereby there is
an ongoing system of monitoring the effects of prospecting?

Answer

In accordance with Article 70 of the Euratom Treaty the Commission is supporting uranium pro-
specting projects carried out in Donegal by two companies. The Commission has also given a small
amount of financial aid to the Geological Survey of Ireland, which is also carrying out studies in the
area. The purpose of the prospecting projects is to assess the amount of uranium in the area. The
work is designed to provide more accurate details about the geological information which is already
available, and this is obtained mainly by detailed mapping of the area by geologists and geophysicists
and by the collection of samples of water, soil and rock for analysis. Shallow drilling may be needed
to obtain new rock samples. The work should have no adverse effects in the area or on those
involved. The Commission regularly monitors the progress of all prospecting projects in receipt of
financial aid under Article 70.
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Question No 38, by Mr Bocklet (H-520/30)

Subject: Sales promotion for butter

Does the Commission intend before the end of 1980 to promote schemes for the sale of butter at
reduced prices (e.g. Christmas butter) to the citizens of the Community and if this is not the case,
why not?

Answer

The Commission has examined the need for short-term butter sales and has concluded that, in the
light of the budget and the stock situation, it would not be right to propose such sales this year. The
public intervention stock of butter has fallen substantially this year to its current level of about
170 000 tonnes. Short term butter sales are expensive for the Community budget, taking into account
that there is at least some substitution for normal market sales.

Question No 39, by Lord Bethell (H-521/80)
Subject: Gibraltar

What consideration has the Commission given to the continuing Spanish blockade of Gibraltar; have
they made representations to the Spanish government about the need to restore overland communica-
tion between Gibraltar and Spain, to accord with European law and the April 1980 Lisbon  agreement
and what account have they taken during the current negotiations on Spanish accession, with particu-
lar respect to the migration of workers, of Gibraltar’s special demographic situation?

Answer

The Commussion is convinced that, following contacts between the Spanish and the British Govern-
ments, the Spanish blockade of Gibraltar will be lifted before Spain becomes a Member, so that
conditions can be created for the harmonious development of relations within the enlarged Commu-
nity.

After Spain’s accession to the Communities, and without prejudice to any transitional arrangements
which may be included in Spain’s accession treaty, Community rules governing free movement of
workers (Article 48 and following of the EEC Treaty) will apply uniformly throughout the Commu-
nity, in Gibraltar as well as in Spain. In the Commission’s view transitional arrangements regarding
free movement of workers will certainly be required. In its Opinion on Spain’s application, the
Commission has already stated that the potential migratory pressures justified provisions for the
adoption of a safeguard mechanism and progressive liberalization phases for access o work. The
Council agreed that it would be necessary to be cautious and to fix the duration and content of the
transitional measures accordingly. At this stage of the negotiations, it is not possible to give any defi-
nite indication of the nature and length of such transitional arrangements.

*

Question No 40, by Mr Nicolson (H-523/80)

Subject: Importauon, regulation and chartering of yachts

Does the Commission have any plans to address the harmonization of regulations regarding the
importation, regulation and chartering of yachts throughout the member countries of the EEC?

Answer

In 1976, the Commission forwarded to the Council a draft outline directive on which Parliament gave
a very favourable opinion on 11 March 1977. As a result of the Council’s attitude to this proposal, the
Commission decided to withdraw it.

Since then, and having noted the existence of obstacles to trade resulting from the disparity of the
Member States’ legislation and the interest shown by industry, the Commission has begun preparing
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draft directives in specific fields (those in which safety and environmental protection take priority and
in which the divergent nature of national regulations has given rise to the most serious technical
obstacles to trade between the Member States).

It is anticipated that the Council will be called upon to tackle this subject some time in 1981. The
Commission intends to use its proposal as a means of testing the Council’s political will to bring this
problem to a speedy conclusion.

Question No 41, by Mrs Marin (H-524/80)
Subject: Exports of Community cereals to third countries

Is the Commission aware that its present over-cautious market policy in the cereals sector is likely to
prevent the conclusion of important contracts with third countries, particularly China, at a time when
there are excellent opportunities for selling Community cereals to these countries?

. Answer

The Commussion agrees with the honourable Member that it is important to take advantage of export
opportunities for cereals in the light of the excellent Community harvest. The Commission wishes to
emphasize however, that in the present crop year it has practised a very active export policy to tradi-
tional markets. Thus in the summer and early autumn of 1980 the quantity of cereals committed for
export was substantially higher than in any previous year. Currently the quantiues committed for
export, either as grain or in the form of flour or malt, are about 6 -5 million tonnes of wheat and just
under 4 million tonnes of barley. China is one of the potential markets for the Community. From
27 November China will be included within the coverage of the general tender for wheat exports.

%

Question No 42, by Mr Seligman (H-529/80): deferred

Question No 43, by Miss Hooper (H-531/80)
Subject: Community levy on lactalbumin imports

Why do manufacturers in the Community have to pay an import levy of £ 755 per 1 000 kg on lactal-
bumin, which has to be imported from New Zealand, since it is not a product produced or otherwise
available within the Community, and the levy paid by EEC companies makes them uncompetitive
compared to the Americans, who import the same lactalbumin from New Zealand but do not have to
pay the levy?

Answer

The possibility of substituting lactalbumin very largely for ovalbumin has led the Council to accord to
lactalbumin the same protection accorded to ovalbumin (i.e. where trade is very closely linked to the
egg market).
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As a result, import levies on lactalbumin are the same as for ovalbumin and, if the price of these prod-
ucts at an EEC frontier are below the sluice-gate price, an additional levy may be imposed on exports
from one or more third countries.

Question No 44, by Mr Stewart-Clark (H-532/80): deferred

a8
¥

Question No 45, by Mr Purvis (H-533/80)
Subject: The use of recycled paper and board in food packaging

What steps is the Commission taking to encourage the use of recycled paper and board in food pack-
aging?

Answer

The Commission is extremely interested in the use recycled paper and board, and points out that it
has submitted to the Council a draft Council recommendation to the Member States aimed in particu-
lar at encouraging the use of recycled paper and board by public authoriues.

The Commission has also undertaken a study on the formulation of specifications for the various
paper products to enable the quality of paper to be better adapted to the use to which it is put and to
facilitate the elimination of contaminated substances which rule out or hamper recycling operations.
The results of this study will be available in 1981 and may also be of interest to the question of food
packaging.

Finally, in the context of the 1978-1981 research programme on old paper and board (2 900 000 units
of account from Community funds), it is intended to tackle the health problems resulting from the
use of recycled fibres.! Most of the projects do not directly concern food packaging.

Clearly, any development in the use of recycled paper and board for food packaging must take
account of the health aspect.

For this reason, an outline directive on materials and articles intended to come into contact with
foodstuffs was adopted on 23 November 1976.2 This directive indicates the principles to be complied
with in the case of packaging which will come into contact with foodstuffs.

A number of implementing directives in fields which are considered to be of priority interest have
been adopted or are in preparation (cf. point 3 above).

However, work on recycled paper and board cannot be tackled until sufficient progress has been
made in the Council’s discussions on the draft directives on ceramics and plastics. To enable it to state
its position more precisely and more quickly on this important matter, the Commission intends to
have a study made of this specific problem in 1981. ‘

1 OJ NoL 107 of 21. 4. 1978.
2 O] No L 340 ¢f 9. 12. 1976.
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Pending the formulation of a specific direcuve in this field,! the Member States are required to
adhere to the rules and principles laid down in the outline directive and whatever rules exist in their
own countries.

%
E

Question No 46, by Mr Van Miert (H-534/80)
Subject: Grain embargo against the Soviet Union

Since the grain embargo imposed against the Soviet Union at the beginning of this year has not
achieved the desired result and has not been respected by certain countries, does the Commission not
consider that it is time to review this measure and draw the appropriate conclusions?

Answer

As regards the management of the cereals sector, the Commission will continue to respect the terms
of the directive formulated by the Council of Ministers on 15 January 1980.

»

Question No 47, by Mr Kavanagh (H-537/80)
Subject: Nauonal Conservation Limits for Fisheries

Does the Commission agree that national conservatjon limits are the only realistic way of ensuring
the continued existence of the fishing industry in those peripheral areas traditionally dependent on
fisheries?

Answer

No, however, the Commission agrees with the aim to ensure the continued existence of the fishing
industry in peripheral areas traditionally dependent on fisheries. This is why, in elaborating its quota
proposals for 1980, it provided for those regions where the local communities are particularly
dependent upon fishing and the industries allied thereto, as defined by the Council Resolution on
3 November 1976, a preferential part of the catch, which is included in the respective Member States’
quota.

In addition, in its Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing a Community system for the conser-
vation and management of fishery resources, it has provided for the general application of a coastal
zone of 12 miles, within which Member States are authorized to restrict fishing to vessels which fish
traditionally in those waters and which operate from parts in that geographical area, without preju-
dice to any special fishing rights which other Member States may enjoy in that region. The Commis-
sion is confident that the exercice of such fishing rights will be defined by the Council in such a way
as not to jeopardize the continued existence of the fishing industry in the peripheral areas mentioned.

! Cf in particular Council Resolution of 17.12. 1973 (O] No C 117 of 31.12. 1973) on the

programme to eliminate technical barriers to trade (Annex I: food products) and the environment
action programme (O] No C 139 of 13. 6. 1977).
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Finally, I wish to underline that the measures concerning conservation and control already approved

by the Council this year will lead to an overall improvement of the situation of the fishing industry
from which the coastal fishery traditionally dependent on fishing will certainly benefit most.

*

2. Questions to the Council

Question No 59, by Mr Seefeld (H-497/80)!
Subject: Future of Eurocontrol

What steps does the Council intend to take to implement the recommendations adopted by the Euro-
pean Parliament by a large majority on 10 July 1980 concerning the role of Eurocontrol as part of a
coordinated European air traffic management and control system, at the meeting of the Permanent
Commission on 20 November 1980.

Answer -

Decisions regarding the future role of Eurocontrol are a matter for the contracting parties to the
Eurocontrol Convention. In addition, on the question of setting up a coordinated European air traffic
management and control system, let me repeat what was said in reply to Written Question No 499/
80, by Mr Moreland, namely that the problems of air transport are not at present the subject of
discussion by the Council bodies.

Questions No 60, by Mr Berkhouwer (H-466/80), No 61, by Mr Moreland (H-471/80), and No 62, by
Mr Davern (H-479/80): deferred

Question No 64, by Mr Welsh (H-489/80)

Subject: Implementation of Directive 70/156/EEC — Community-wide system of standardized
vehicle approval

Could the Council explain why Directive 70/156/EEC covering the establishment of a Community-
wide system of standardized vehicle type-approval has not been implemented?

Answer

The Directive of 6 February 1970 on the type-approval of motor vehicles currently enables those
applying for national type-approval to obtain the application, as part of this type-approval, of the
specific technical requirements already harmonized at Community level instead of the corresponding
national requirements. However, the stage of full EEC type-approval for the whole of a vehicle has
not yet been reached since certain technical requirements are not yet covered by Community-wide
rules. This is the case for instance with safety windows and pneumatic tyres. Moreover, the more

' Previously Oral Question with debate (0-49/80), changed to a question for Question Time.
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general question of access of products originating in third countries to the directives designed to
remove technical barriers to trade is currently under discussion in the Council

»

Questions No 65, by Mr Deleau (H-491/80), and No 66, by Mr Ansquer (H-493/80): deferred

Question No 67, by Lady Elles (H-494/80)
Subject: Reciprocal health benefits for the self-employed and non-employed

What prospects are there that when it meets on 27 November the Council of Social Affairs Ministers
will be able to agree on the extension to the self-employed and non-employed of Regulation 1408/71
and 574/72?

Answer

At its meeting on 27 November, the Council hopes to be able o resolve the problems outstanding
regarding the proposal for a Regulation on the adaptation of Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 to
extend the coordination of social security schemes to self-employed persons.

If the result is positive, the Council will then have to adopt the implementing Regulation — i.e. to
adapt Regulation (EEC) No 574/72 — on the basis of a proposal to be submitted by the Commission
on the subject.

Question No 68, by Mrs Squarcialupi (H-496/80)
Subject: Compliance with international standards on working conditions

Can the Council indicate what action it has taken on the proposal, contained in the memorandum of
15 February 1978 on the renewal of the Convention of Lomé, for the granting of Community conces-
sions, particularly in the commercial sector, to all the developing countries, including those covered
by the Convention of Lomé, to be made subject to compliance with certain basic international stan-
dards on working conditions? ;

Answer

As indicated in the replies given to Written Question No 517/79, put by Mr Damseaux and No 905/
79 put by Mr Michel the Commission communication on compliance with certain basic international
standards on working conditions was referred to by the Council in the context of discussions on the
renewal of the Convention of Lomé. Since the scope of the communication extends to all the devel-
oping countries with which the Community cooperates, the Council felt it should firstly make
comprehensive and detailed examination of this important and complicated question.

The Council also took note of the Resolution on this subject which the European Parliament adopted
on 11 May 1979 and the report of its Committee on Development and Cooperation.
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Question No 69, by Mr Bettiza (H-498/80)
Subject: TV and radio programmes by satellite
" Some countries in the Community are planning to transmit television and radio programmes by satel-
lite. Does the Council consider that it might be possible in this framework to set up a European chan-

nel?

If so, might it include Community programmes?

Answer

The Council has not discussed any such question and has received no suggestions or proposals on the
subject from the Commission.

* *
Question No 70, by Mr Cronin (H-502/80): deferred y
% *

Question No 71, by Mr Fanton (H-503/80)

Subject: Voluntary restraint agreements between the EEC, Australia and New Zealand

Can the Council give details of the agreements negotiated with New Zealand and Australia on sheep-
meat; have the difficulties which were expected at one stage been ironed out? Can the Council give
an assurance that the voluntary restraint agreements will be rigorously enforced?

Answer

In accordance with the “Westerterp’ procedure, the relevant European Parliament Committees were
informed by the President of the Council on 13 October 1980 of the substance of the voluntary

restraint agreements with certain third countries in the sheepmeat sector.

The Decision concluding these agreements and the implementing Regulations adopted formally by
the Council on 14 October 1980 were published in Official Journal L 275 of 18 October 1980.

It is for the Commission to ensure that these agreements are enforced.

Question No 72, by Mr Turcat (H-504/80): deferred

£

Question No 73, by Miss Quin (H-508/80)
Subject: Directive on safety and environmental standards for ships using EEC ports

What progress has been made by the Council in consideration of the proposed directive on safety and
environmental standards for ships using’EEC ports?
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Answer

The Commission proposal for a Council Directive concerning the enforcement, in respect of shipping
using Community ports, of international standards for shipping safety and pollution prevention was
submitted to the Council on 2 July 1980. The Council, which attaches great importance to improving
safety at sea, immediately began the preliminary work on the proposal. This is well in hand and the
Council awaits with much interest the Opinion of the European Parliament and that of the Economic
and Social Committee.

Question No 74, by Mr Price (H-516/80)
Subject: New building to be erected for the Council in Brussels

In respect of the new building which is proposed to be erected for the Council in Brussels, will the
Council confirm that the construction contract will be open for tender by contractors from all
Community countries and state where advertisements inviting tenders will be placed?

Answer

As early as 1975, work was started by the Council on organizing an international architects’ competi-
tion to produce the design of a possible new building to be built on a site made available by the
Belgian Government. That this work was not brought to a successful conclusion was due in particular
to the problem of the seat of the Institutions.

It was in the light of this that the Belgian Government took the step of having the proposed Council
premises built at its own risk, the Council being able when the time came to either rent or purchase
them. In order to implement its decision, the Belgian Government issued an invitation to tender for a
public promotion contract for the design, construction and financing of the building.

According to information available to the Council, the Belgian Government has not yet selected a
bidder from among those who responded to the invitation to tender. So far, the various stages of the
selection procedure instituted have simply resulted in the gradual elimination of certain candidates.

During stage three of the selection procedure the Council was asked by the Belgian Government at
the beginning of this year to express a reasoned opinion on a number of plans. This opinion was
arrived at following a detailed examination by a Working Party of State experts and consultations
with staff representatives from the Secretariat.

At that time the Council held that one of the plans seemed of exceptional quality but that in varying
degrees three of them could meet the main operating requirements inherent in the activities of the
Council and of its various departments.

I
2

Question No 75, by Mrs Roudy (H-518/80)
Subject: Council meeting on consumer affairs
At the European meetings of consumer organizations held in Paris from 15 to 17 October 1980, Mr
Helminger stated on behalf of the Luxembourg Presidency that the Council was willing to convene a

meeting of the Council of Ministers on consumer affairs before the end of the year.

Can the Council state when it intends to convene this meeting and what subjects will appear on the
agenda?

Answer

At the European meetings of consumer organizations held from 15 to 17 October 1980 by the French
Ministry of Economic Affairs, Mr Helminger stated that the Luxembourg Presidency would contact
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the various national authorities to determine whether the time was ripe for convening a Council meet-
ing of Ministers responsible for consumer affairs before the end of the year.

Since these contacts are still in progress the Council is unable to state the date and agenda for such a
meeting.

Question No 76, by Mr Radoux (H-519/80)

Subject: Improvement of institutional procedures with a view to the enlargement of the EEC

During the September 1980 part-session of the European Parliament, the President of the Council
replied to my question (H-331/80) on the same subject indicating that the European Council would
adopt a position on a report by the Foreign Ministers on 1 December.

Can the Council tell Parliament how, between the 1 and 31 December, it will be possible to imple-
ment measures to ‘improve the institutional procedures with a view to the second enlargement of the
Community’, to employ the terminology used by the European Council?

Answer

I would remind the honourable Member that in the reply which I had the honour of giving him on
15 October, 1 said that ‘the Foreign Ministers have succeeded in reaching a broad consensus on a
number of suggestions contained in the report of the Three Wise Men and that the points covered by
this consensus have already been put into effect or will be as soon as possible on the initiative of the
Institutions and bodies concerned.”

Irrespective of any decision the European Council may take at its next meeting and which would be
for implementation between now and 1 January 1981, the Institutions have already taken or will be
taking measures to improve their functioning.

Question No 77, by Mr Nicolson (H-522/80)

Subject: Eurotra proposal to automate Community translation

Does the Council expect an early and favourable decision on the EUROTRA proposal to automate
Community translation, bearing in mind the extremely high proportion of administrative expenses
due 10 the need to translate between 6 languages at present and the pending increase of this problem
with the accession of new members to the Community?

Answer

The Council is interested in any proposal which is likely to reduce the burden of translation, and is
giving careful consideration to the Eurotra proposal.

The Council recalls that it has asked the Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee for their
opinions on this proposal, and looks forward to receiving them.
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2. Documents received
President. — I have received various documents,
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3. Welcome
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Van Roggen, who are visiting Strasbourg for the 8th
meeting with the delegation from the European
Parliament.

We attach very great importance to interparliamentary
contacts of this kind which have linked us to our
Canadian friends for a number of years. I should also
like to wish the Canadian delegation every success in
its meeting with the European Parliament delegation.

(Applause)

4. Decision on requests for an early vote and
Jor urgent procedure

President. — The next item is the decision on a
number of requests for an early vote or for urgent
procedure.

We shall begin with a request for an early vote on
three motions for resolutions (Docs. 1-605/80, 1-606/80
and 1-608/80): Situation in Turkey.

I call Mr Pannella on a point of order.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Mr President, I see that we have
on the agenda the decision on the urgency of the
motion for a resolution by Mr Habsburg on the
release of Rudolf Hess. 1 did not think that there still
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was a request for urgency. I should like to know what
is happening.

President. — I am first of all going to take the vote
on the following request for an early vote and then we
shall come to that matter afterwards.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Mr President, we have a right to
know the order of business from the beginning of the
sitting. Since we have a document telling us that we
shall have to decide on a request for urgent procedure
by Mr Habsburg in respect of a motion for a resolu-
tion on the release of Rudolf Hess, it is high time we
knew whether the document is correct. My impression
is that the agenda here is not correct, since this item
should not be on it. I think we ought to know from the
outset.

President. — When we come to the item on the
agenda, there may be information which will alter the
situation, but we are going to come to that item.

We are first going to stay on the vote on the requests
for an early vote. I propose that we take a single vote
on the three motions for resolutions dealing with the
same subject.

I call Mr Klepsch.

Mr Klepsch. — (D) On behalf of our group, Mr
President, I should like to explain why we cannot
support the request for an early vote on these three
motions for resolutions.

It is the view of our group that the information we
were given yesterday by the President of the Council
was not so comprehensive as the House might have
wished. We also take the view that we need more
information about this matter. However, we also feel
that the three texts before us raise a great number of
complicated questions, and it is inadvisable for the
House to decide on a matter of this importance
between ten and eleven o’clock in the morning. Our
group would prefer it if the Political Affairs Commit-
tee prepared a report for consideration by the House
in December or January. All the available information
could be got together and we could also draw on the
experience of the Members who are part of the
EEC-Turkey Joint Parliamentary Committee.

Our group wants the Political Affairs Committee to
draw up a report on this matter. Consequently, we
shall not vote in favour of an early vote.

(Applause)

President. — As I have received a request from the
chairman of a political group not to vote on the three
motions together, I propose to take them separately.

I call Mr Fanti.

Mr Fanti. — () I do not agree with your proposal,
Mr President, as it seems to me that Mr Klepsch was
not asking for a separate vote but outlining the reasons
why his group did not feel it could vote in favour of an
early vote on the three motions. It is quite an arbitrary
decision to separate the three motions. Can I ask you
to put the three motions to the House together?

President. — I shall do as you ask and take all three
motions together in the vote on this request for an
early vote.

I call Mr Pannella to speak on a point of order.

Mr Pannella. — (F) In connection with Rule 47 of
the Rules of Procedure, Mr President, there is a prece-
dent which is now always followed. The President of
the House mentioned it yesterday: whenever there are
several documents on the same subject in connection
with a request for urgent procedure or an early vote,
we always take a single vote on them. Your second
decision was right, Mr President.

President. — This is what we are going to do.

I call Mr Ansquer.

Mr Ansquer. — (F) Mr President, on behalf of my
group may I say that I should like the House to take a
single vote on these three requests?

President. — Since there are no objections, that is
agreed.

(Parliament rejected the request for an early vote)

The motions for resolutions are therefore referred to
the appropriate committee.

%
2

President. — We shall now consider the requests for
urgency.

I have been informed by Mr Moreland that the
authors of the motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-575/
80), with request for urgent procedure, on the release
of Rudolf Hess from Spandau prison now wish to
withdraw this request. This item is therefore removed
from the agenda.
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President

I call Mr Moreland.

Mr Moreland. — Mr President, you used the word
‘withdraw’. I think I should make it quite clear to
Parliament that this motion was, in fact, signed by
myself and many others under Rule 25 and submitted
to Parliament under Rule 25. T am not quite sure why
it is down under Rule 14, but there is no question of
withdrawal. Certainly in view of the remarks made
yesterday by members of the French Communist
Party, those of us who signed it intend to pursue it,
because we find it deplorable that attacks should be
made on it by a group led by somebody who had a
record during the last war.

(Cries from the Communist and Allies Group)

President. — The working document does contain
the words ‘request for urgent debate pursuant to Rule
14 of the Rules of Procedure’.

The request for urgent procedure is withdrawn.

I cannot accept any further points of order on this
motion for a resolution.

(Applause from various quarters — protests from certain
Members of the Communist and Allies Group)

o \

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-602/80) by Mrs Lizin and others:
Discrimination between men and women in the Soviet
Union.

I call Mrs Lizin.

Mrs Lizin. — (F) The motion before the House was
drawn up at the express request of the International
League for the Rights of Man which voiced its deep
concern about the situation of the women who have
been arrested and about the unhappy outlook for
those who have already been harassed on several occa-
sions.

We all know — since it has often been discussed here
in Parliament — about the situation of the dissidents.
But among those who challenge certain aspects of the
Soviet régime there is a group of human beings who
are almost completely forgotten. They are the women
in the feminist movement, and we wanted to bring
them to people’s attention. It is hard enough talking
about women’s rights in the West, Mr President, but
when you are up-against absolute power, it is usually
women’s rights which are most often and most forci-

bly trampled underfoot. This is why we particularly
wanted an urgent debate on one of these women,
whom we have heard nothing of for more than two
months.

President. — I call Mrs Bonino.

Mrs Bonino. — (I) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, in view of the reactions by Members in the
House — all the muttering and so on — I could not
agree more with what Mrs Lizin said. I should like to
ask Parliament to do something and to debate this
topic, so that once and for all we can put a stop to
something wrong, instead of just condemning it after
the event. There has been no news of this woman since
23 September, while in the case of others we know
that they have been persecuted. I do not think Parlia-
ment should wait any longer, until we fail to have
news about any other women. I think it is time Parlia-
ment used the means and the powers at its disposal to
put a stop to this persecution which is going on.

I hope that all the groups will vote in favour of
urgency on this motion — even those groups which
shocked us just now when they rejected urgency for
the motion on Turkey, because that is also a matter of
pressing urgency in our view. 1 hope that all the
groups will take a stand on this request for urgency.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

President. — This item will be placed on the agenda
of Friday’s sitting.

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution (Doc. 1-604/80) by Mr Welsh on bebalf of the
European Democratic Group, Mr Seal and others: Rene-
gotiation of the Multifibre Arrangement.

I call Mr Welsh.

Mr Welsh. — Mr President, the honourable
Members will know that it is only very rarely that the
European Democratic Group invokes this urgency
procedure. That we do so now is evidence of the
extreme seriousness with which we regard this matter.

Under Article 113 of the Treaty of Rome the Commu-
nity has full competence to negotiate trade agreements
on behalf of the Member States. Although individual
ministers are responsible to their national parliaments,
neither the Council nor the Commission as institutions
1s accountable to any democratically elected body. The
Multifibre Arrangement is of supreme importance not
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only to the 9% % of the working population of the
Nine who work in textiles and clothing, but also
because it is central to the Community’s policy on
trade with the world in general and with newly indus-
trialized and developing countries in particular. In
preparing its position, the Commission has held exten-
sive consultations with pressure groups representing
management, labour, importers, retailers, consumers
— everyone, in fact, except the directly elected repre-
sentatives of the citizens of Europe.

In answer to an oral question at the last part-session,
Mr President, President Thorn undertook to consult
Parliament under the Luns-Westerterp procedure.
This means that when the negotiations are complete
and the instruments initialled, the Council will inform
Parliament of the conclusions. That is certainly very
courteous, but it is not particularly effective. Again in
answer to a Written Question, No 603/80, from the
honourable Member for West Yorkshire, the Commis-
sion said,

Under Article 10, paragraph 5, of the Multifibre Arrange-
ment the GATT Textile Committee has to meet not later
than one year before the expiry of the arrangement. It is
expected that the committee will hold a first meeting on
this subject in December 1980. The Commission will
submit its recommendations to the Council in time to
enable the Community to take a position at the meeting.

Mr President, today is 20 November. Unless we
debate this matter tomorrpw, there is no way in which
we can place our views on record before the Commis-
sion submits its proposals. There will certainly be
differences of opinion as to what those views should
be, and that will be the subject of a substantive debate
which I hope will take place tomorrow. However, it
does seem beyond question that we should be failing
in our duty to our electors if we do not take every
possible Initiative to ensure that Parliament’s position
is available w the other institutions before the
proposed mandate is submitted. It is in that spirit that
we ask the House to support our request for urgency.

President. — I call Mr Ansquer.

Mr Ansquer. — (F) Mr President, we should like to
second the motion by Mr Welsh, Mr Scott-Hopkins
and several other Members. This motion in fact comes
just at the right time, because the effects of the Mulu-
fibre Arrangement are being felt in most sectors of the
textile and clothing trade in the Member States of the
Community. We are aware of these serious effects,
especially where unemployment is concerned. For this
reason, we echo the call to the Commission to take
account of the requirements outlined in the motion
tabled by our colleagues. We should like to see a
debate on this particularly vital issue for the future of
these two major sectors, textiles and clothing, which

again involve many jobs and therefore entire regions
in Member States of the Community.

(Applause)
President. — 1 call Mr Delorozoy.

Mr Delorozoy. — (F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, although I am going to speak against
urgency, it is not because I disagree with what has
been said, since we go along entirely with the views
which have just been expressed concerning the import-
ance of this Multifibre Arrangement and the need to
get down to a thorough examination of it as soon as
possible.

What we think, in actual fact, is that it is not a practi-
cal proposition to tackle such an essentially complex
subject by way of an urgent debate and to deal with it
in proper circumstances. This 1s why we think that an
urgent debate would be a wrong idea which would
even have an adverse effect on the thorough examina-
tion. Let me say in closing that the Council — and it is
down here in the motion — has promised to consuit
Parliament on the content of any new agreement.
Here and now, there is no reason to doubt the Coun-
cil’s promise. The ball is now in their court, as it were,
and we expect them to consult us in the coming days
or weeks. The council cannot take a decision before
we are consulted — that is the promise we were given.

President. — I call Mr Glinne.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Mr President, even though this is a
very important matter, as others have said, most of us
intend to vote against urgency. We know that the
appropriate parliamentary committee, the Committee
on Extermal Economic Relations, is meeting next
Tuesday and Wednesday, and this item is on the
agenda. Consequently, we hope that the parliamentary
committee will work especially hard, and that the
Council and the Commission do the same, so that the
matter can be considered by everyone here in the
Chamber at Parliament’s next part-session in Decem-
ber.

President. — I call Sir Fred Catherwood on a point
of order.

Sir Fred Catherwood, chairman of the Committee on
External Economic Relations. — 1 would just like to
say, Mr President, that I am told that I have got this
on my agenda for next Tuesday and Wednesday. 1
cannot find it on my agenda. It is not going to be
discussed next Tuesday and Wednesday in the
Committee on External Economic Relations.

(Laughter)
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President. — I call Mr Enright on a point of order

Mr Earight. — Surely those entitled to the floor are
one speaker for, one against and the leaders of politi-
cal groups, and therefore [ am entitled as a signatory
to explain why I shall not be voting for urgent proce-
dure.

President. — The procedure, Mr Enright, on a
request for urgent debate is that first the author is
allowed to speak, then one speaker for and one
against, then the political group spokesmen and also
the chairman of the committee concerned, or a
rapporteur if that is appropriate. So I am sorry, your
point of order is not sustained.

Mr Enright. — We just had one speaker against,
even though we have had spokesmen for the political
groups.

President. — Yes, we have. Mr Delorozoy spoke
against.

I call Sir Fred Catherwood.

Sir Fred Catherwood. — I simply wish to clarify the
point that we are having an exchange of views on this
matter but we are not bound to come to any conclu-
sion, which was what Mr Glinne said we were about
to do.

(Parliament rejected the request for urgent procedure)

President. — The motion for a resolution is referred
to the appropriate committee.

5

President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc. 1-607/80) by five political groups, Mr Caros-
sino and Mr Capanna: Referendum in Uruguay.

I call Mr Pannella.

Mr Pannella. — (F) Mr President, almost the whole
of Latin America is under the increasing sway of mili-
tary juntas. It is a phenomenon which is slowly spread-
ing throughout the world. In my view, most of the
groups which are going to vote for this motion are
shutting their eyes to the fact — and indeed they are
quite incapable of appreciating the consequences —
that there are whole areas of the world where there is
no confrontation between countries, but the military is

simply in power to crush the people and impose a law
of violence and death. I am delighted to be able to
speak on this occasion, Mr President, and to note that
people who now and then like to call themselves
Christians, or liberals, or democrats, are rallying to the
defence of democracy. This is why I think we should
vote for the urgency of this motion.

Let me add, Mr President, that it is dismaying — to
say the least — to observe that those who put on a
show of concern about events in Uruguay are standing
in the way of a parliamentary debate on Turkey,
where fellow MPs are languishing in prison and where
a cruel military junta has taken over. We are all for
freedom elsewhere, while we are quite happy to put up
with torturers at home if we have to. I am disgusted at
the behaviour of certain so-called liberals, and yet I
shall be voting along with them in favour of urgency in
this matter, in favour of freedom and human rights
and against the torturers.

(Parliament adopted urgent procedure)

President. — The motion for a resolution will be
placed on the agenda of Friday’s sitting.

*

President. — We shall now consider the request for
urgent procedure in respect of the motion for a resolu-
tion (Doc. 1-609/80) by Mr De Clercq and others: Sales
of butter to the Soviet Union.

Mr Vernimmen has informed me that he withdraws
his signature from this text.

I call Mr De Gucht.

Mr De Gucht. — (NL) Today, Mr President, I want
to talk simply about the urgency of this matter. As for
its substance, the issue at stake is a technical and polit-
ical matter about which a great deal can be said. The
main point, Mr President, is that it is the responsibility
of this Parliament not to betray the trust which the
people of Europe have in us. It is clear from all the
reaction to the possible sales of this butter — because
the matter is not yet definitely settled — that there is a
great deal of concern among the citizens of Europe,
and Parliament ought to consider the subject without
delay. That explains why we have taken this initiative,
Mr President, and tabled this motion with a view to
having a debate tomorrow.

President. — 1 call Mr Delatte.

Mr Delatte. — (F) With this request for urgency, Mr
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President, I fear that we are confusing the House,
because we must be very careful not to confuse the
sale of Christmas butter with exports to the Soviet
Union.

The House must realize that with Christmas butter
sales the idea is to help the European consumer enjoy
cheaper butter at Christmas. The statistics show that
this has made absolutely no difference to the overall
stocks of butter which are still a tremendous burden
on the market. This was pointed out at our last part-
session on the budget.

Butter sales to the Soviet Union come under the
common agricultural policy, and this is an entirely
different matter. I urge the House to vote against
urgency, Mr President, precisely because 1 do not
want any confusion between the export of agricultural
products and the sale of Christmas butter. If urgent
procedure were adopted, I should feel that this matter
— which on the whole comes under the common agri-
cultural policy — had been dealt with in far too hasty
a manner. That is why I am asking the House to reject
urgency.

President. — I call Mr Harris.

Mr Harris. — Mr President, I did not originally
intend to speak, but I feel I must follow the last
speaker. The case for urgency is set out very clearly in
the justification before us, and that is that it is based
on public reaction to possible sales of butter to Russia
and the disastrous effects on the people’s confidence in
the EEC. Now there are a lot of suggestions going
around that we might be on the verge of another
large-scale sale of butter at highly subsidized prices to
Russia. I can only speak for my country, but I can tell
the last speaker and the Commission that nothing has
done more harm to the whole idea of the Community
in the United Kingdom than the sale of butter to
Russia at low prices. If we are on the verge of yet
another big sale, then indeed this Parliament must
have an urgent debate on it, because I happen to hold
the view, and I know this is shared by some of my
colleagues, that the Commission has ignored the stated
views of this Parliament on this subject, and I think we
must have a debate on this subject this week. There-
fore I wholeheartedly support the request.

(Parliament adopted wurgent procedure by sitting and
standing — Applause)

President. — The motion for a resolution will be
placed on the agenda of Friday’s sitting.

5. Draft amending and supplementary budget No 1 of the
Communities for 1980

President. — The next item is the report (Doc. 1-
600/80), drawn up by Mr Notenboom on behalf of
the Committee on Budgets, on the

draft amending and supplementary budget No 1 of the
European Communities for the 1980 financial year drawn
up by the Council on 6 November 1980 (Doc. 1-569/80).

I call Mr Notenboom.

Mr Notenboom, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President,
this draft falls into two parts. The first deals with
VAT. The VAT base has proved to be higher than had
been assumed in budgets preparing since 1979. This
windfall means that even those countries which made
their contributions in 1979 on the basis of Gross
National Product are now getting another pay-out.
The financial provisions dealing with VAT mean that
adjustments are made to revenue in the year in which
these differences are detected, that is 1980. The
Commission has announced that it has already taken
this higher VAT base into account in its estimates for
the 1981 preliminary draft budget. The VAT rate for
1980, backdated to 1 January is now being reduced
from 0-7216 % to 0-6951 %, which means that the
amounts due from the Member States for own
resources from VAT in the financial year 1980 are
now lower. A bit of a windfall for the Member States,
Mr President. I would like to point out that in the
written explanatory statement to the motion for a
resolution I have tabled on behalf of the Committee
on Budgets, there are a number of questions which
have in the meantime been answered, so that my
verbal statement can now partly replace the written
one.

The second part of this draft supplementary budget
deals with the net increase in customs duties and agri-
cultural levies for 1980. The customs duties will proba-
bly bring in an extra 332 million EUA, and the agricul-
tural levies 199 million less. This will mean an overall
increase in revenue of 133 million. Yet another wind-
fall. The European Commission has drawn the neces-
sary conclusions — as permitted under the financial
regulations — and has proposed amendments to the
current budget. It was not considered necessary to
adjust the 1981 figures. If we subtract from the 133
million the 10 % due to the Member States for collec-
tion, that leaves a net sum of 119-7 EUA. This brings
me to the political aspect of this draft: the Commission
and the Council want to use this sum, Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, to finance part of the advance
for the United Kingdom provided for in the appro-
priate regulations. The Council has now decided on a
net advance of not more than 200 million EUA from
the 1980 budget. The Committee on Budgets with-
draws none of its objections both to the procedure
used to pass the regulation on the British contribution
problem and to the content of that regulation, but this
advance is provided for by a regulation which has now
been adopted in due legal form. The rest of the
advance — this is only a part — will have to be
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financed by appropriations which would otherwise
lapse at the end of this year. The European Commis-
ston has again confirmed this and it is repeated in reci-
tal (d) of my motion for a resolution. This reflects the
facts as we found them. This proposal caused the
Committee on Budgets problems for various reasons.
We did not know which projects this advance would
be used to finance. That is no longer the case, ladies
and gentlemen, because Commissioner Tugendhat and
his staff complied with our request and gave us the
necessary information and the Commissioner willingly
answered all our further questions on the matter. The
projects to be financed are in Wales and North-West
England.

The Commission has also promised that budgetary
and financial control will be exercised on these
advances, in accordance with the provisions of the
Treaty and the Financial Regulation, with six-monthly
reports and the possibility of on-the-spot checks, etc. I
would ask Mr Tugendhat to confirm this here in plen-
ary session. That clears up one difficulty. The other
difficulty our Committee initially had, ladies and
gentlemen, was that neither the Commission nor the
Council had realized the implications, for the 1981
budget, of the fact that part of the supplementary
measures for the United Kingdom were being paid for
from the 1980 budget, by way of an advance. After all,
they must not be paid for twice. For obvious reasons
our Committee was very concerned about this. The
Council was so disappointingly cautious in the 1981
draft budget partly because there had come to be so
little margin before reaching the 1 % VAT ceiling on
own resources, and now this margin is to be increased
again in 1981. We took the view that this should also
be made apparent. After our Committee had decided
on this on Monday evening, the Commission put a
proposal to the Council on Tuesday morning for a
letter of amendment to the 1981 budget. The Council
held a special meeting on Tuesday, and decided to
submit a letter of Amendment No 2 to the 1981
budget, whereby the budget would be reduced as we
requested by 119-7 million, the figure I mentioned a
minute ago. | have never known the Commission and
the Counci! to take such rapid and decisive action, and
the majority of the Committee on Budgets therefore
decided to try to adopt this draft at one reading. Of
course we have the right to propose amendments. We
even have the right, in view of the 45 days allowed by
the Treaty, to postpone discussion. But since the
Council complied with our request, the Majority of
the Committee on Budgets proposes making no
amendments or modifications and, if the House
agrees, | would ask the President to declare the
amending and supplementary budget No 1 for 1980
adopted. May I ask you, Mr President, to pass on this
request to Mrs Veil. If, then, our Committee has
decided not to amend the remarks to Article 580, to
the effect that it should be classified as non-compul-
sory expenditure, that does not mean to say that the
Committee is not of that opinion. The Committee on
Budgets still maintains that this is non-compulsory

expenditure and states this twice in the motion for a
resolution. But such an amendment would entail a
second reading, and this would mean that the cash
benefits for the Member States would be delayed and
the advance to the United Kingdom would be post-
poned as well, while Parliament would perhaps lose a
slight advantage in its negotiating position on the 1981
budget in December. If the supplementary budget is
adopted now — and we support this — it will be due
recognition of the gesture the Commission and Coun-
cil were willing to make this week, and will show that
Parliament too can take decisions quickly. This will
also demonstrate that we do not always need to insist
on every last detail of the Treaty provisions and will
contribute to the negotiating climate at the concili-
ation meeting on the 1981 budget next Monday
between delegations from this Parliament and the
Council.

That is what the Committee on Budgets opted for.
And in fact this was the reason why Mr Dankert with-
drew as rapporteur. Personally I was sorry he did that.
I did not feel it was necessary, but we must respect his
decision and so, as Vice-Chairman of the Committee
on Budgets, I took over the position of rapporteur this
week. We hope, Mr President, ladies and gentlemen,
that this procedure will, if the House adopts our
motion and acts accordingly, help to achieve better
results for the 1981 budget, in the sense that there will
be much more room in it for non-compulsory expend-
iture. The Committee on Budgets is therefore almost
unanimously in favour of Amendment No 1 by the
Socialist Group to the motion for a resolution, which
reflects this view.

President. — I call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission. — Mr
President, after Mr Notenboom’s speech, I can be very
brief because he described the contents of the amend-
ing and supplementary budget in terms with which I
completely agree and he also described the desirability
of dealing with this matter quickly and expeditiously
in terms with which I can agree.

As he said, the budget in fact consists really of two
parts: there is the excess of VAT and GNP contribu-
tions which have been paid in by Member States and
which we wish to repay to Member States as quickly
as possible. If Parliament can take this matter in one
reading then we can get that money back to the
Member States before the end of this calendar year.
And in the case of many Member States that means
before the end of the financial year, which in turn will
obviously help their own budgeting. It is, as Mr
Notenboom says, a windfall for the Member States.

The second part concerning the customs duties and
agricultural levies, where we also have rather more
than we had expected, will go towards advances for
the United Kingdom. And if Parliament can deal with
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this matter expeditiously, we will also be able to make
the full advance to the United Kingdom that has been
discussed. I say the full advance because we do not
know of course how much the so-called virement
ouvert — the open transfer — will actually yield, but
so long as Parliament can deal with this matter in one
reading we will be able to pay over as much as is
obtainable under that resource. This in turn will mean
that there will be more money available for the 1981
budget because obviously the United Kingdom does
not get it twice over, and if money is paid over in this
budgetary year it eases the pressure slightly, but
none the less to a welcome extent, during the course
of the next budgetary year . ..

Mrs Castle. — Mr President, could I ask a question
on a point of information, please, at this point in the
Commissioner’s statement, which I think as it stands
might be misleading?

President. — Well, I will take that then if Mr Tugen-
dhat is prepared to accept it.

I call Mrs Castle.

Mrs Castle. — Mr Tugendhat has given the impres-
sion that it is essential to rush this through today. in
order to get the advance payment to the United King-
dom in 1980. Would he not confirm that even if
Parliament were to pass some Socialist amendments
which would necessitate a second reading in Decem-
ber, it would still be possible to pay the United King-
dom her advance in 1980?

President. — I call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat. — Mr President, the right honoura-
ble lady has concentrated entirely on the British aspect
of the matter. I did not in fact say what she said. I did
not say that it was essential for Parliament to pass this
matter quickly in order that the United Kingdom
could get the maximum advance; [ said it was desir-
able to pass this budget in one reading, first of all so
that the Member States which have paid an excess of
VAT and GNP contributions should get their money
before the end of the year. If this budget is not dealt
with at one reading then they will not get the money
before the end of the year.

Then I came to the United Kingdom and I said that if
this budget is passed in one reading it will certainly
enable us to be quite sure that we can pay over the full
amount of the advance that is available. If the budget
is not passed at one reading, it will be very much more
difficult for us to do so.

I cannot say absolutely that we would be able to and I
cannot say absolutely that we would not be able to,

because obviously we would try. But it would certainly
be very much more difficult. But we would not be able
to pay the other Member States — and there are after
all eight other Member States in the Community —
the money to which they are entitled under this head-

ing.

Returning to Mr Notenboom’s speech: he said that
Parliament had been worried about the time the
Council might take in terms of altering the 1981
budget and he explained that Parliament had insisted
that, rather than waiting until the New Year to alter it,
the matter should be altered straight away. He also
said, and again I agree with him, that the Commission
and the Council had moved as rapidly as they possibly
could. We put forward a proposal; the Council acted
on it and between the meetings of the Committee on
Budgets on Monday evening and Tuesday evening
what Parliament wanted done was done. I am
delighted 1o see that the other arm of the budgetary
authority as well as the Commission are able to move
with that degree of celerity in response to the demands
of Parliament.

He asked me whether I could confirm that the points
made in the Socialist draft amendment concerning the
reports to Parliament on the implementation of the
appropriations and on the checks, etc. would occur in
any case. I can only repeat what I said in the Commit-
tee on Budgets yesterday where I said that particular
amendment is entirely unnecessary in order to achieve
its objective, because we are in fact bound by the terms
of the regulation, as well as by the Treaty, to do
exactly what that amendment demands, and we shall
be doing in any case. We shall be making the checks
and Parliament will have the opportunity to carry out
its twice-yearly checks on what we have been doing.
So everything that is in that amendment will in fact be
done in any case and I can confirm therefore exactly
what Mr Notenboom has said.

He also drew attention to the fact that the committee
had been uneasy about the extent of the information
which it had concerning the actual purposes to which
the money would be put in the United Kingdom and
he said that we had therefore made a good deal of
information available to the committee. That is indeed
true. We went as far as we possibly could consistent
with our own responsibilities as the executive arm. We
did provide as much information as we could and I am
grateful to Mr Notenboom for acknowledging it.

I would therefore conclude, just as he did, by asking
Parliament if it could deal with this matter in one
reading, because I believe it would facilitate the budg-
eting of all the Member States and it would also make
it slightly easier for us to deal with the 1981 Commu-
nity budget as well. So I commend this matter to the
House, Mr President.

President. — I call Mr Fich to speak on behalf of the
Socialist Group.
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Mr Fich. — (DK) Mr President, this is of course not
a purely technical matter. The main problem in this
context is the question of the United Kingdom contri-
bution, the question of the advance payment. Allow
me to remind you a little of the background because I
have discovered that several members in other political
groups evidently have short memories.

We had all agreed that the problem with the United
Kingdom contribution was in reality a structural one
which arose from lack of balance in the Community’s
policy and was therefore of course also reflected in the
budget. Allow me also to remind all the groups that we
therefore said that in reality this solution would not
solve the problems. There is talk here of a financial
mechanism which would defer the question for one or

perhaps two years but by that time the problem will be_

just as acute if not more acute.

I think it is very important to remember that the issue
has not been resolved. You recollect perhaps also that
when a solution was arrived at on 30 May it was in the
context of other issues which plainly showed that there
was no question of a radical change in the budget but
rather more of a political compromise entered into on
various sides by politicians.

I would like to say on behalf of my group that none of
us question the decisions which were taken. We
wholeheartedly support the decisions which the Coun-
cil took on 30 May; we stand by them fully in all
respects. Allow me also to stress the fact that we
uphold the Council Decision of 6 November that an
advance can be paid this year. It is not at all that we
contest — [ want to make that quite quite clear since
some people have called our motives into question.

For the sake of the background to this I would like to
remind you of what we ourselves agreed on a month
ago:

The European Parliament reiterates its anxiety at the
absence of adequate control procedures . . . reaffirms
the principle that any expenditure arising from the
supplementary measures in favour of the United King-
dom should be non-compulsory.

That is what we agreed a month ago.

What then is the situation today? Well, now we must
follow up what we agreed, what we said a month ago.
In other words we must agree to make this
non-compulsory expenditure and to introduce some
better control measures. That is precisely what the
Socialist Group proposes. There is nothing new in our
proposal for an amending and supplementary budget.
We are simply repeating what we all decided a month
ago. But we also made a third proposal, draft amend-
ment No 1 to the draft decision. We propose that the
money which we save through this procedure in 1981
should be used in areas which Parliament itself consi-
ders as priority areas. There can be nothing new in
that either.

Thus we in no way wish to block the whole process.
We simply want to make very clear what we decided a
month ago.

What would the consequences be if our proposal is
accepted i. e. draft amendment No 1 oft non-compul-
sory expenditure and draft amendment No2 on
controls?

In the case of draft amendment No 1 we want another
discussion in December. But the Commission has
already said very clearly in the Committee on Budgets
that it does not want to create insuperable problems; it
still wants to be able to pay the money to the United
Kingdom before the year’s end. I was somewhat
surprised to hear Mr Tugendhat when speaking here
hesitate as it were about whether this is possible. This
statement does not tally with what we heard in the
Committee on Budgets, since then it was very clear
that the payment could be made. Thus even if we had
a second discussion it would not block anything. What
will happen if our draft amendment No 2 on control
measures is passed? It will come up at the Council’s
next meeting which is on Monday and then the matter
will presumably be definitively settled.

Thus it is quite obvious that we are in no way trying to
obstruct matters. What we would like is to bring the
question about whether these monies should be
compulsory or non-compulsory into the consultation
procedure on the 1981 draft budget. Permit me to
remind quite a number of the members that we made
this proposal during the consultation procedure on the
1980 draft budget but that Parliament itself did not
agree on it. Your last chance of a debate on whether it
should be compulsory or non-compulsory lies in
approving the Socialists’” proposals today.

Now what is likely to happen here today? I have no
doubt that we will see an extremely interesting attitude
on the part of the Christian Democrats. They will vote
the exact opposite to what they agreed last month.
And yet, it is not that straightforward. We will see that
when votes are cast on the draft decision the Christian
Democrats will vote one way and when they vote on
the two proposals to amend the budget they will vote
the opposite way — within an interval of five minutes
presumably. This will be interesting indeed and it will
back up my old theory that the Christian Democrats
do not have a coherent policy. I will not indulge in
speculations as to the reasons for this attitude; I will
merely call attention to it.

Now of course in a few minutes I will be told that I am
completely wrong. It will be explained to me at length
that such is not at all the case. However, there is no
point in discussing this in theory. We will be able to
observe what happens in practice today and we will
also observe it during the 1981 budget procedure.
Then we will see if the Christian Democrat Mr Adon-
nino, is ready to be consistent in his policy or not. The
Christian-Democrats  have every opportunity to
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disprove what I am saying here. It will be interesting to
see if they do so.

Finally, I again invite all those who are present during
the voting, journalists or others, to watch closely how
the Christian Democrats vote. I ask you to study the
texts and note that at one moment they will vote for
the monies to be non-compulsory and a moment later
they will reject the same proposal. It is going to be
interesting.

President. — I have had a request from the Group of
the European People’s Party (CD Group) for an elec-
tronic roll-call vote on this matter. I anticipate that the
vote will take place in about 20 or 25 minutes.

I call Mr Griffiths on a point of order.

Mr Griffiths. — Mr President, could you tell me
whether a bell will be rung in all the buildings used by
Members in sufficient time to enable them to return to
the Chamber to vote?

President. — The reason that I am giving this 20
minute warning is to enable the political groups to let
their members know, if they wish to do so.

I call Mr Langes to speak on behalf of the Group of
the European People’s Party.

Mr Langes. — (D) Mr President, our group will be
voting in favour of settling the supplementary budget
once and for all today in one reading. We therefore
abide, Mr Fich, by the logic of our argument, which
Mr Notenboom, the rapporteur, who is also deputy
chairman of the Committee on Budgets, presented just
now. I can quite appreciate that, as spokesman for the
Socialists, you endeavoured to adopt a different
course and that now in the plenary session you are
once again attempting, by using amendments which
yesterday were rejected by the Committee on Budgets
and which you are putting forward once again today,
to make good your defeat in Tuesdays ballot. Politi-
cally you are within your rights to do so but, even if it
is your right, it is not necessarily logical to do so.

In my opinion, the logic lies with the majority in this
House. And why is this? Ladies and gentlemen, the
Commissioner and the rapporteur have already
presented the facts of what is today being put to the
vote. [ can, therefore, confine myself to a few points.
It was important for us as a Parliament to make it clear
that, if the Council submits a clear and unequivocal
statement on the 1981 budget within the short time it
has, i.e. 20 hours, Parliament too is prepared to act
quickly. We all know that in political life too there is
some truth in the saying ‘Well done is quickly done.’
There is no question that it is good and right for the
British economy — and this is something which we

must surely all be interested in, Mr Fich. There is no
point whatsoever in still discussing the matter of prin-
ciple raised by the British contribution! We have
already reached a majority vote on the matter in this
House and we feel that we must pursue a sensible
policy with the British — and we should be quick
about it.

However, if this is what we want, we must not keep on
delaying the solution as it were by devious means, only
to arrive at it on 17 December. That is not a policy; it
is simply spinning things out. Just because a lot of
people are not entirely satisfied they want to spin
things out a bit. So I think — and this became obvious
through what Mr Tugendhat said — that it is in our
interest — and this applies to our group, too, even
though we have no British representative in our ranks
— for the 119-7 million EUA to be handed over to the
UK immediately. And we can do this by the way in
which we vote today.

Secondly, it is also in our interest as a Parliament
because the budget estimate, which at the moment is
once again with the Council after its first reading, is to
be reduced, according to the letter sent by the Council
the day before yesterday — and you too, Mr Fich,
should be familiar with this — by 1197 million EUA.
Objectively speaking, this increases our room for
manoeuvre. As you know, we requested a series of
measures in the fields of energy and social and
regional affairs during the first reading. Now, objec-
tively speaking, we have more room for manoeuvre,
and I also feel that we can make it clear to the Council
during next week’s discussions — and this is why we
support this third amendment also — that we see the
amount by which the general budget ist now being
reduced — because we can already pay back part of
the UK contribution this year — as a margin within
which Parliament’s resources can be increased. This is
a logical, sensible and consistent policy because it is
one which can be implemented quickly. I always have
the impression that the Socialists are only satisfied if
everything takes a long time and is flogged to death
for weeks on end. But then the aid would not be so
effective. We have here two lots of aid, namely for the
UK and for our 1981 budget. These are quite simply
the reasons why we are in favour of it.

And so, ladies and gentlemen, I ask you to reject
Amendments Nos 1 and 2 tabled by the Socialist Group
because they are only acting as a stalling device and
are helping neither the UK nor ourselves in our
discussion on the 1981 budget. I ask all Members to
make this clear in the roll-call vote. All those who
want a prompt, consistent and effective policy — and
for this I would like once again to thank the Council
and the Commission — should today be satisfied with
one reading and reject the amendments tabled by the
Socialist Group.

President. — I call Mr J. M. Taylor, to speak on
behalf of the European Democratic Group.
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Mr ]J. M. Taylor. — Mr President, Mr Fich is right
when he says that deeper, structural changes are
needed in the Community budget to ensure that
neither the United Kingdom nor Denmark, nor for
that matter Italy or any country can in future find
itself in a position in which it pays much more
resources into the Community than it gets out. ] agree:
of course he is right. Where he is wrong, however, is
when he says that the UK financial retrieval is the only
“issue. If the Socialists oblige us with their modifi-
cations to have a second reading, then the UK, as Mr
Tugendhat has said in reply to the question from Mrs
Castle, will get its money regardless; but that will not
be so of the refunds to the other Member States —
and does Mr Fich and do the Socialists really want
that? By contrast, I would like to commend the realis-
tic and helpful contributions made by, for example,
Mr Langes, of the Christian-Democratic Group, and
his colleague Mr Notenboom, who so skillfully took
over the rapporteurship, at short notice when Mr
Dankert, the Socialist, suddenly and rather inexplic-
ably put it down.

We all appreciate that the background to this brief
debate and the transaction of this important business is
that two or three circumstances have come together in
the closing stages of the budgetary year 1980. Almost
a year ago, we were rejecting the 1980 budget, and
now, perhaps a little surprisingly, it is paying to the
Community a twilight dividend. The things that have
made this possible, I suppose, are, firstly, that we have
managed, at last, to do without an agricultural supple-
mentary budget (and that is a darned good thing!);
secondly the revenue has slightly exceeded the esti-
mates, and that is fair enough; thirdly the Commission
has spent slightly less than anticipated, and that is no
great cause for concern. And so the opportunity has
arisen to make refunds to the Member States, which is
proper and appropriate, and a valuable opportunity
has also arisen to make a 1980 instalment to the
United Kingdom, which is bound, of course, to release
corresponding funds in 1981, and that can only be of
advantage to the Parliament in its budgetary margin of
manoeuvre. The supplementary 1980 budget is
constructive and sensible, and Parliament should
adopt it in a single reading here in Strasbourg today.

While making that invitation and joining other
colleagues who have said very much the same, may [
say that it should not pass unnoticed that the only
group in this Parliament who have made life difficult
in the progress of this supplementary budget have been
the Socialists. I should like to say a word for Mr
Tugendhat, who dealt most patiently with their
unending demands and requests, and I should like to
say a word of appreciation to colleagues in other
groups who allowed their ultimate tedium with the
Socialists to be reflected in their votes on this matter
when it was decided in the Committee on Budgets.
This group hopes with some confidence, Mr Presi-
dent, that that pattern will be sustained in a single-
reading vote here today.

(Applause from the right)

President. — I call Mr Gouthier to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Gouthier. — (I) Mr President, on behalf of the
Italian Communist and Allies Group, I would just like
to clear up one or two points which we feel are of vital
importance. We have no objections whatsoever to the
content of the agreements between the Community
and England, and agree wholeheartedly that this
Community aid should reach its destination as quickly
as possible, so that it can achieve the best possible
results. No-one would question this.

Certain questions of a political nature have arisen,
however, which are of no small importance, and have
already been brought up many times by this Parlia-
ment: the nature of this expenditure, which we main-
tain, and rightly, to be ‘non-compulsory’, and the
question of Parliament’s control. As for the nature of
the expenditure which, as I said, we consider to be
non-compulsory, I would like to remind you that you
were not in agreement on the Socialist Group’s
amendments, that it 1s one thing to insert the concept
of non-compulsory expenditure into the resolution,
and quite another to enter it as a booknote in a
balance sheet. Even after the assurances and explana-
tions given to the Committee on Budgets by Commis-
sioner Tugendhat, we maintain that in view of bearing
the Socialist Group’s amendment will have on Parlia-
ment’s right of control it should be considered in a
favourable light in that it underlines Parliament’s func-
tion of control. We were, then, in agreement in the
committee, as we are in this House, on the Socialist
Group’s amendments. All the more so, — in so far as
these problems are of some importance — in view of
what Mr Tugendhat told the Committee, that to vote
on and to pass amendments, of this nature would not
constitute serious obstacles to the expenditure.

We have the opportunity today to confirm positions
which are, in principal, justified, political positions
which affirm and re-enforce Parliament’s powers:
even more because — 1 repeat — it will not prevent
the policies in favour of the United Kingdom from
following their course and taking full effect.

President. — I call Mr Nord to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Nord. — (NL) Mr President, my group whole-
heartedly supports Mr Notenboom’s report. We also
support the rapporteur’s advice on the way to tackle
various proposals for amendments and modifications. I
would like to take this opportunity, on behalf of my
group, to express our sincere gratitude to Mr Noten-
boom who, besides being vice-chairman of the
Committee on Budgets, has so unexpectedly and at
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such short notice taken on the job of rapporteur yet
has carried out this so admirably and so fairly.

Mr President, our group wants to deal with this prob-
lem in one reading, in view of the concessions made by
the Council and the Commission during the negoti-
ations with the Committee on Budgets. It is important
for the United Kingdom to have the money in ques-
tion made available before the end of the year. If
therefore, it is important for the United Kingdom to
have these advances available before the end of the
year, and for the other eight to have the cash benefits
available before the end of the year, it is of vital
importance for us in the Committee on Budgets for
the famous 1197 million involved here to be deducted
from the 1981 budget, so that it can play some part in
the 1981 budget negotiations between Parliament and
the Council. This has, for reasons which we have not
fully understood, caused quite a lot of problems in the
Committee on Budgets. The Council, above all, found
it much more difficult than we had expected to agree
to hold an emergency debate to decide the matter
once and for all. I would like here to thank Mr
Tugendhat and the Commission for taking such
prompt action in sending their rectifying letter, which
meant that the Council met very quickly to approve
this procedure. It seemed at one point in committee
that we would have to refuse permission for a single
reading, in view of the repeated objections raised to
simply deducting 119-7 million from the 1981 budget.
This was done and this has opened the way for the
solution which you find in the Notenboom report.

Two further remarks. The first concerns the question
just put by Mrs Castle, that is, if there were now a
second reading, if one of the Socialist amendments
were adopted, would this or would it not then obstruct
the financial settlement of this case?

‘Mr Tugendhat replied that: perhaps it would, perhaps
not, but he couldn’t be certain either way. Mr Finch
told us that Mr Tugendhat gave a completely different
answer in committee, namely that it would cause no
difficulty whatsoever. I must confess that, as far as I
can remember, what Mr Tugendhat said in committee
was a shade different from what he said here this
morning, but in quite another sense. Because I
distinctly remember his telling the Committee that it
would be almost impossible. He even said, by way of
example, that the necessary transfer of appropriations
which would require the intervention of Parliament’s
Committee on Budgets, would probably not be able to
take place, because he could not imagine that our
Committee on Budgets would be ready to give its
Christmas holidays for that.

I believe, therefore, that if we really want the United
Kingdom to have this money in good time, this budget
must be adopted in one reading, and we must not
pretend that 1t would work just as well with a second
reading. I do not think that is true.

My second remark concerns classification. We main-
tain that we are dealing here with non-compulsory
expenditure. This is stated in our motion for a resolu-
tion, as it has been in previous resolutions. This is
stated in our motion for a resolution, as it has been in
previous resolutions. The fight goes on. Allowing this
question to be dealt with in a single reading, certainly
does not mean that we have altered our opinion.

To sum up, Mr President, we will therefore vote for
the Notenboom report, against Amendment No 1 and
proposed modification No 2 by the Socialist Group,
which would lead to delays, but for Amendment No 1
by the Socialist Group to the motion for a resolution,
because this amendment reflects precisely what we in
the Committee on Budgets have been fighting for this
week and, thanks to a large measure of cooperation,
have succeeded in maintaining.

President. — I call Mr Dankert.

Mr Dankert. — (NL) Mr President, I can be rela-
tively brief. First of all, I would like to stress my grati-
tude to Mr Notenboom, who had to take over an
extremely tiresome task from me, at very short notice,
and I would like to congratulate him on the admirable
way he has done this. I felt, as rapporteur for the 1980
budget, that this time I could not defend the stand-
point of the Committee on Budgets and so I withdrew
as rapporteur for this supplementary budget for 1980.
What actually happened? Last October, Parliament
expressed its opinion very clearly in a resolution: if
there was no agreement with the Council before the
budgetary procedure for 1981, on the ‘non-compul-
sory’ classification with respect to expenditure on
supplementary measures for the United Kingdom, it
would negotiate with the Council, during the budget-
ary procedure, to try and enforce this non-compulsory
character by an amendment. This was the opinion of
the vast majority of Parliament. And I feel this means
that as soon as the opportunity presents itself, as
indeed it has, in an extremely concrete form, in these
advances to the United Kingdom, Parliament must try
to negotiate with the Council to establish this classifi-
cation of ‘non-compulsory expenditure’.

Mr President, this Parliament had to struggle for years
with the Council to get the Regional Fund, which is a
comparable type of expenditure, classified as ‘non-
compulsory’. We succeeded in doing this, but I
believe that the somewhat cautious way in which we
are tackling the present problem, is likely to mean that
we will not succeed in establishing the ‘non-compul-
sory’ classification for the supplementary measures for
the United Kingdom. This is why my group has tabled
this amendment: we wanted to confront Parliament
with the real dilemma, the question of how to get this
classification through by negotiation.

The matter is somewhat complicated by the fact that
the VAT repayments to the other Member States are
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also included in this supplementary budget. This shows
at the same time how unwilling the Member States are
to reimburse the United Kingdom from their own
resources. In my opinion this refund is not at issue. My
group is of this opinion too. But the fact that these
VAT repayments are now included in the supplemen-
tary budget leads to the complaint that Parliament’s
refusal would in fact make the taxpayer suffer.

I find that a somewhat nonsensical point of view. The
VAT money is in the coffers of the national banks.
The national Finance Ministers have a free hand with
it, until it is claimed by the Commission. The only
problem which arises here, is, I think, of a technical
bookkeeping nature. It is not a financial problem for
the Member States. This leads me to think that all this
talk about the damage which will be done by a second
reading is not justified. Even if there were a second
reading, the United Kingdom and the other Member
States would have their money in time.

President. — I call Mr Notenboom to speak on a
_point of order.

Mr Notenboom, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
think it is my duty to point out my views on proposed
modification No 2. I cannot agree on the content. I
have already spoken on this point. But in my personal
opinion the Bureau cannot regard this as a modifica-
tion but as an amendment, which thus needs 205 or
206 votes. If we were to consider this as a proposed
modification, it would mean that this expenditure is
regarded as compulsory expenditure, and Parliament
has always maintained that it is non-compulsory
expenditure. We would be at odds with ourselves, and
even in contradiction with our earlier decisions. This is
the opinion of your rapporteur.

President. — I call Mr Dankert.

Mr Dankert. — (NL) Mr President, I should like to
pursue the point raised by Mr Notenboom, the classi-
fication of the proposed modification. Are we going to
call it an amendment or a proposed modification?
Two of the three institutions, Council and Commis-
sion, have taken the line that the supplementary
measures for the United Kingdom are classified as
‘compulsory’. Parliament is not prepared to ty to
force an amendment through during the budgetary
procedure to make this expenditure non-compulsory.
At least, I assume so. The result of the rejection, or
non-acceptance, of the amendment is that there will be
two institutions who consider the expenditure for the
United Kingdom as compulsory. That means that in
the Council, since it must be voted, it will stand as
compulsory expenditure. So in fact, we can only
submit a proposed modification and it is not necessary
to submit an amendment.

IN THE CHAIR: MRS VEIL

President

President. — I call Mr Forth.

Mr Forth. — I would like to take this opportunity of
commenting on one or two points that have been
made, particularly by Mr Fich and Mr Gouthier. They
emphasize the importance of Parliament, through the
modification being proposed, in exercising parliamen-
tary control over expenditure. I find this curious,
because we were assured several times and in great
detail in the Committee on Budgets by Commissioner
Tugendhat that the Commission were in any case
obliged by the existing regulations to provide exactly
the sort of information and control that is asked for in
this modification. On that basis alone, Madam Presi-
dent, I would suggest to the House that this modifica-
tion is gratuitous, redundant and totally unnecessary.
It is the kind of thing which I suspect may bring this
House into disrepute if we keep covering ground
which is already quite adequately covered in existing
regulations, as we have been assured by the Commis-
sioner.

Coming to the second point, we were told by Mr Fich
and Mr Gouthier that if indeed we passed the amend-
ments which were suggested today and forced a
second reading, the Council meeting on Monday
would, and I quote Mr Fich here, ‘probably accept
what we have done’.

Now really, Madam President, this is playing fast and
loose with a very important matter. The Council, as
Mr Notenboom pointed out earlier, has already
moved very quickly and very considerably in our
direction this week. To assume, as I think is being
assumed, that they would as easily or as glibly do it
next week is, I think, a very dangerous assumption to
make. To ask the House to accept what is being
proposed here by way of modification and amendment
on that kind of basis really is not good enough. That is
why I believe that we should not entertain either the
modification or the amendment, but should for all the
reasons given by colleagues here today, from the
European People’s Party and from my group, move to
accept this, accept what is within it and get on with
considering the really important issue of the moment,
which is the 1981 budget itself.

President. — The debate is closed. The vote will now
be taken.

On Article 580 of the draft amending and supplemen-
tary budget No 1 of the European Communities for
1980, I have Draft Amendment No 1, tabled by Mr
Dankert on behalf of the Socialist Group, and Draft
Modification No 2, tabled by the Socialist Group.

The Committee on Budgets is not in favour of either.
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During the time we have to wait I should like to
announce that we have asked the firm which installed
the voting system to do what it can to restrict the wait-
ing time between roll-call votes as much as possible.
The work will be finished by January, thanks to the
efforts of the Quaestors.

I call Mr Taylor.

Mr ]J. M. Taylor. — In welcoming what you have
said about having the voting machine looked at, I
wonder if you could also use your special prestige and
influence as our President to have the whole question
of the cost of these voting machines referred to the
Committee on Budgets for a proper examination.

(Parliament rejected Draft Amendment No I and Draft
Modification No 2 by roll-call vote)!

(Laughter)

President. — The Committee on Budgetary Control
has the file on data processing, which includes this
subject.

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 3)

After paragraph 3, the Socialist Group has tabled
Amendment No 1 seeking to add the following para-
graph:

Insists that the extra margin within the 1981 budget
created by rectifying Letter No 2 should be used to
increase resources available in Title 5 for the priorities
in non-compulsory expenditure established by the
European Parliament on 6 November 1980.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Notenboom, rapporteur. — (NL) In favour,
Madam President.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 1)

President. — I note that the procedure laid down in
Article 78 of the ECSC Treaty, Article 203 of the EEC
Treaty and Article 177 of the Euratom Treaty has thus
been completed.

Explanations of vote may now be given.

I call Mrs Castle.

! The detailed results of roll-call votes, which are all taken
electronically, are given in the Annex.

Mrs Castle. — Madam President, I wish to explain
why I voted for the two Socialist amendments to the
budget. I did so because it is a question of maintaining
Parliament’s consistency. It is a question of daring to
put into the budget the point of view you express in a
motion for a resolution. It is no good having an atti-
tude and being afraid to incorporate it in the budget-
ary instrument.

It is not a question, as Mr Taylor himself made quite
clear in his remarks a few minutes ago, of preventing
Britain from getting an advance payment on her rebate
in 1980. That is not at issue; there will be a slight
delay, but it will still be within the annual period. It is
simply a question of ensuring that the money which
goes to the United Kingdom is spent to the benefit of
the British people as a whole.

(Applause from certain quarters on the left)

That is the issue — whether it will be spent and Parlia-
ment will see it is spent on the industrial, social and
regional priorities of this Parliament; on creating new
jobs and the whole issue this afternoon is whether
Parliament can trust the assurances that the Commis-
sioner said he has received.

Mr Notenboom has told us that the information was
given to the Committee on Budgets by the Commis-
sion, and this seemed to reassure them. Well, I have
some information for this Parliament which I hope
will open their eyes to the fact that they are being
conned. I have here a letter from the Department of
Energy in my country in reply to a request for help for
a firm which is closing down, with a consequent loss
of jobs, of the collapse of textile machinery and
requesting help from this Parliament to move into heat
recovery work. This is the reply that was sent to my
Westminster colleagues who raised the matter as I
have done:

It is the British Government’s intention that refunds to
the United Kingdom arising from the May 30 agree-
ment in Brussels will play an important part in reduc-
ing public expenditure and borrowing to acceptable
levels. It will not, therefore, be possible to utilize these
funds for new projects such as that being suggested by
Stone Plat.

That is the evidence we are getting every day from the
United Kingdom, and that is why I voted for the more
rigorous control demanded by the Socialist Group
because this Parliament is being conned and the cyni-
cism of the British people about this Community
grows when you let something like this go through
unchallenged, when we at home know that this money
is not being spent to create new jobs; on the contrary
it 1s being spent to finance growing unemployment in
Britain contrary to all the policies of this Parliament.

(Applause from certain quarters on the left)
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President. — I call Mr Taylor.

Mr J. M. Taylor. — Madam President, the one thing
that this Parliament, I have learnt, finds tiresome is the
airing across its benches of national political differ-
ences.

Mrs Castle cheapens the debate by taking the oppor-
tunity of a so-called explanation of vote to wave her
letter around and lose any limited sympathy she may
have in this Chamber. She comes from a political
background which has helped place the United King-

dom in its present difficult circumstances.

(Applause from certain quarters on the right)

During the course of the debate this morning the vast
majority of this Parliament, including my own group,
as the results of the votes clearly show, has seen fit to
take advantage of the opportunity available in late
1980 to remit these monies to where they should go.
Fortunately certain monies can go to Great Britain
before the end of the calendar year. Certain other
monies go back to the Member States who collect the
own-resources of the Community. That is a proper
state of affairs. Parliament has transacted its business
well in a single reading under your presidency this
morning. | am sorry that an occasion for explanation
of vote has been disturbed by Mrs Castle’s partisan
politics. For the vast majority of this Chamber the
work so far done has been work well done.

President. — I call Mr Martin.

Mr Martin. — (F) Madam President, I wish to say
on behalf of the French Members of the Communist
and Allies Group that we shall be voting against this
draft amending budget. We have no intention of
getting involved in the financial procedures in ques-
tion. It is not a question of determining whether the
contribution for the United Kingdom following the
agreement of 30 May is part of the compulsory or
non-compulsory expenditure.

We were forthright in our criticism of the 30 May
agreement because we felt that Mr Giscard d’Estaing
had given in to Mrs Thatcher. The bargain that was
reached turned out to be a fools’ bargain. We tabled
an amendment in Luxembourg calling for the transfer
of the appropriations allocated to the United Kingdom
to the budget of the common agricultural policy. The
amendment was rejected. We intend to be consistent,
and so today we are going to vote against the appro-
priations allocated to Mrs Thatcher under the 1980
budget.

President. — I call Mr Ansquer.

Mr Ansquer. — (F) For the sake of consistency,
ladies and gentlemen, we voted in favour of the draft
amendment and the proposed modification which
were put to the House just now.

The fact is we have stuck to the position we adopted
when we considered the 1981 budget with regard to
how to classify the British contribution. Furthermore,
then and now, we hope that Parliament will exercise
its full responsibility over this expenditure. We
nevertheless support the draft budget. We were
delighted to discover that we were richer, or less poor,
than we thought, because the income from customs
dues has been higher than the Commission’s forecasts.

In connection with this — and I am speaking to the
Commission now — we hope that these forecasts can
be more accurate. This is the second time that the
Commission has provided us with forecasts which have
turned out to be wrong. I am not saying this just for
the record, Mr Tugendhat, but for the simple reason
that if the House is told that we are quickly running
out of what we get from VAT, a number of Members
use this as an excuse for systematic criticism of the
agricultural policy, while others pontificate about
non-compulsory expenditure. What I mean is that
some people are tempted to veto certain non-compul-
sory expenditure which is nevertheless of great use
with regard to industrial policy, energy policy or
cultural policy.

The point is, Mr Tugendhat, I feel that the Commis-
sion ought to make more of an effort to achieve
budget transparency, with a more accurate idea of
income, and I hope that you will make every effort so
that the MPs here have all the facts before deciding.
Be that as it may, Madam President, the Group of
European Progressive Democrats will vote in favour
of the draft supplementary budget.

President. — I call Mr Bonde.

Mr Bonde. — (DK) Madam President, I am sorry
that the electronic voting system is being improved
because with the composition of the house being what
it is this will detract from the excitement involved in
voting. On the other hand I am glad that Mr Fich
specified that he was speaking on behalf of the Social-
ist Group, because that gives me an opportunity to
give an explanation of vote on Mr Fich’s programme
and to reflect the attitude of the Danish Government.

When, for example, Mr Fich says that he fully
supports everything that was decided in the Council,
this does not actually apply to the Council’s decision
that the contribution to the United Kingdom should
count as compulsory expenditure. When looked at
more closely, it emerges therefore that Mr Fich’s
support for the Council is not total but half-hearted
and incomplete. On the other hand his programme is
totally opposed to the Danish Government’s attitude
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on this issue and also totally opposed to the EEC elec-
tion programme of the Danish Social Democrats,
because the party that Mr Fich represents when he is
not standing here as a representative of the Socialist
Group, namely the Danish Social Democratic Party,
agrees according to its election programme with the
People’s Movement in opposing the transfer of more
power to this Parliament. But to attempt to reverse the
Council’s decision regarding the compulsory nature of
the contribution to the Unitd Kingdom is in fact trying
to transfer more power to this House. For this reason
the representatives of the People’s Movement cannot
support the proposal put forward by the Socialist
Group.

President. — I call Mr Balfe.

Mr Balfe. — Madam President, some of us voted
against the amendments put down to this document.
The agreement which was reached last year was quite
specific in that it provided for an advance payment of
monies to the United Kingdom in order to get a better
balance of money within the budget. The opinion of
some of us has been for some time that this money
should be treated as non-compulsory. This point is
covered in the resolution at point 3 of Mr Noten-
boom’s resolution, where it says that we reaffirm the
non-compulsory nature. There is therefore no need
for an amendment on this matter. The draft modifica-
tion which sought to lay down rules for this repayment
is inappropriate since, if rules are to be laid down, they
should be laid down for all monies paid out under the
budget and the final amendment to the resolution, in
the view of some of us, adding a final paragraph is
quite improper. It is improper to add a paragraph
which specifically pre-empts part of the money saved
in this way.

We recognize, some of us, that this means that there is
more room for an agricultural settlement next year.
That is not what we are talking about. What we are
talking about is the implementation of the agreement
of last May. The right to spend that money, although
ivis difficult for some of us on these benches to accept,
must finally rest with the sovereign government
because, unlike many of our opponents, some of us in
this Chamber believe that we should minimize the
transfer of functions to this Assembly. Whilst we seek
the possibility of influencing expenditure, and whilst
we seek to keep it classified as non-compulsory,
because all the other expenditure under these headings
is so classified, there are some of us who cannot accept
that there should be special restrictions set down for
the United Kingdom which effectively transfer further
sovereignty from there into this Assembly. And as
such, to some of us, these amendments are unaccept-
able. Most of the reasons put forward for having two
readings were, in my view, specious. We should get
this budget out of the way. It was provided for under
the procedure earlier this year. The sooner it is passed
the better.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Motchane.

Mr Motchane. — (F) Madam President, unlike Mr
Taylor I do not think that the airing of political differ-
ences here is tiresome. Indeed, I find it extremely
soothing. What is more, it accounts for why 1 am
going to offer a few words of explanation on behalf of
my colleagues, the French Socialists.

The amendment and the proposed modification to the
supplementary budget have just been rejected, which
means that the budget procedure has now been
completed. The French Members of the Socialist
Group are pleased at this. The extra income from tax
during the financial year can be used to cope ahead of
schedule with some of the consequences of the deci-
sion of 30 May on the British contribution, and this
means that the available resources will be greater for
the 1981 budget. We felt that it was only common
sense to get on as quickly as possible with the budget
procedure in connection with this.

Unfortunately, we have noticed over the last few days
two types of response which inevitably arouse fears.
The first response — which was fairly widespread and
echoed the feelings which led the House to adopt the
attitude it did last December — was that with regard
to this margin and these extra resources we should
state quite categorically that we have no intention of
spending as much as a penny of it on the farmers. If I
may use an image from the farming world, Madam
President, this is tantamount to lopping off the very
branch we are sitting on. The French Socialists are
very critical about structures and we cannot condone
this wasteful attitude.

The second point is that a number of Members have
tried to question the legal nature of this expenditure.
This is not an appropriate reaction in our view because
this is expenditure deriving from a special case which
has nothing to do with normal budgetary procedure.
For this reason, Madam President, we shall be abstain-
ing from the vote on the motion before the House.

President. — [ call Mr Rogers.

Mr Rogers. — Madam President, Mrs Castle, in her
explanation of vote, demonstrated to the House the
unreliability of the Conservative Government, which
we all know anyhow, as British Labour Members, in
maintaining their promises to the people of Britain.
We do not have to go to second-hand letters; we
simply have to believe what Mr Nigel Lawson, the
Minister from the Treasury, said when he visited Brus-
sels a couple of weeks ago in an attempt to brainwash
British Members into supporting the Conservative
Party line. As he said in a meeting with us, he asked
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for a cash return in order to reduce public expenditure
in Great Britain. Now, quite frankly, as we said to him
then and as I say now, I think it is immoral of the
British Government, when we pay direct taxes under
an international treaty for specific purposes, to ask for
a straight cash return. And it really is a myth for
people to stand up and say in this Chamber that Brus-
sels determines the areas of public expenditure in the
United Kingdom. I would remind my Briush
colleagues that the submissions that go to Brussels
come from local authorities in the United Kingdom
and from government departments. British Labour
Members are continually asking for more expenditure
on regional and social matters and for areas that are
affected by the closure of textile mills, steel mills and
coal-mines. We should now follow the logic of our
own arguments and cast our votes in that direction.

President. — I call Mrs Focke.

~Mrs Focke. — (D) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, I shall be voting against this resolution.
This is the only way I have of expressing how very
much I regret the way in which this House has
handled this supplementary budget. By spinning out
our decision on the supplementary budget, we would
have had a means of bringing pressure to bear, a useful
weapon to help push our own ideas through in the
forthcoming discussions with the Council on the 1981
budget.

I am sorry that the House was neither united nor
clever nor man enough to do this. We have missed our
chance. More’s the pity for Europe!

(Scattered applause from the left)

President. — I call Mr Fich.

Mr Fich. — (DK) Madam President, I was surprised
a moment ago, when Mr Bonde gave an explanation
of vote, that you did not immediately stop him.
According to my interpretation of the rules of proce-
dure explanations of vote cannot be used to make
personal attacks.

I would like to point out that Mr Bonde did not join in
the political debate, that he did not say anything about
the Socialist Group’s proposal during the whole debate
but merely used the explanation of vote for a purely
personal attack on me. I could answer him, answer
with more damming examples, of which I can think of
many. But since I still maintain that personal attacks
have no place in an explanation of vote, I will refrain
from doing so.

(Parliament adopted the resolution’ — Applause from the
centre and right)

President. — I call Mr Tugendhat.

Mr Tugendhat, Member of the Commission.
— Madam President, one word, if I may, in answer to
Mr Ansquer, who talked about the Commission’s
accuracy. I place it on record that, out of a total figure
of 8 000 million EUA from customs duties and agri-
cultural levies, our inaccuracy amounted to 133
million EUA; and out of a total of 7 000 million EUA
from VAT, our inaccuracy amounted to 261 million,
although it was the first time the calculation had ever
had to be done, as a number of Member States had
only recently gone over to the system. I challenge any
member government to beat us on accuracy on that
basis!

(Applause from the European Democratic Group and
from the Liberal and Democratic Group)

6. Urgent procedure

President. — I have received from Mr Enright and
others a motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-612/80) with
request for urgent debate, pursuant to Rule 14 of the
Rules of Procedure, on the places of meetings for
plenary sessions.

The reasons supporting this request for urgent proce-
dure are contained in the document itself.

Parliament will be consulted on the request for urgent
procedure at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

7. Right of residence of nationals of Member States in the
territory of another Member State

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-506/80), drawn up by Mr Ferri on behalf of the
Legal Affairs Committee, on the right of residence of
nationals of Member States in the territory of another
Member State.

I call Mr Gonella.

Mr Gonella, deputizing for the rapporteur. — (I)
Madam President, ladies and gentlemen, on 17 April
1980 the Furopean Parliament adopted the motion for
a resolution contained in the report, drawn up on
behalf of the Legal Affairs Committee, concerning the
proposal for a directive on the right of residence of

1 QJ C 327 of 15 December 1980.
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nationals of Member States in the territory of another
Member State.

On that occasion the European Parliament adopted
three main amendments: an amendment to Article 1,
Paragraph 2 (2), designed to extend the.benefits of the
proposed measures not only to the direct descendants
of the holder of the right but also to ‘any person
whom the holder of the right of residence has an obli-
gation to support or who is in practice dependent on
the holder’; an amendment to Article 4, Paragraph 2,
abolishing the requirement for proof of sufficient
resources for students over 18; a third amendment,
inviting the Council to adopt at the issue of the direc-
tive a recommendation concerning the adoption by the
Member States of a system of treatment for stateless
persons and refugees from third countries resident in
the Community which would be as favourable as that
applied to nauonals of Member States in respect of
right of residence, freedom of movement and right of
establishment.

In the course of the interesting debate which Parlia-
ment held on this issue on 15 April 1980, Mr Davig-
non stated — and I quote — “The Commission accepts
the amendments proposed by the Legal Affairs
Committee, subject to what I shall be saying presently
about Article 4,

The Commission of the Communities stated essentially
that it could accept the first and third amendments 1
have mentioned, while reserving judgment on the
second.

On 19 May 1980, in the document distributed to the
Members of Parliament informing them of the action
taken by the Commission on Parliament’s resolutions,
the Commission stated that it had been able to accept
Parliament’s amendments to the proposal for a direc-
tive.

On 27 May 1980 the Commission officially submitted
the amended proposal for a directive, but neither the
first nor the third amendment was incorporated in it.

On 2 October 1980 the Legal Affairs Committee,
aware of the continuing importance of Parliamentary
control after the end of the procedure for consulting
Parliament, unanimously approved a text to be voted
on by Parliament, after noting the amendment made
by the Commission.

The Commission, in a memorandum attached to the
working document (Annex IV), gave substantive
reasons for its action.

Mr Davignon’s letter of 8 October 1980 dealt exclu-

sively with the problems relating to the right of resi-
dence as such.

Nevertheless, in the last few paragraphs of the memo-

randum accompanying that letter, the Commission
explained that, having submitted one of the amend-
ments — the first one — orally to the Council (which
had already begun to examine the text of the proposal
for a directive), it had noted that ‘most of the Member
States were opposed to this amendment’ and had
therefore not considered it necessary to submit it a
second time in its amended proposal.

At this point let us go over all the details:

Firstly, we would point out that the Commission is
bound by the statements made by it before Parliament.
This is all the more true and necessary in the context
of the Community’s legal system.

Secondly, and from a more political viewpoint, the
fact that the Commission informs us that it had orally
defended the amendments proposed by Parliament
without success, before a Council working party
cannot be regarded as satisfactory, since the Commis-
sion committed itself before a plenary sitting of Parlia-
ment, and its commitment must be fulfilled by an offi-
cial act.

The amendment of a proposal after Parliament has
been consulted is specifically envisaged in the second
paragraph of Article 149 of the EEC Treaty:

As long as the Council has not acted, the Commission
may alter its original proposal, in particular where the
Assembly has been consulted on that proposal.

The fact that such a proposal has its own status is a
cornerstone of the Community legal system. Take, for
example, the first paragraph of Article 149 of the
Treaty, by virtue of which the Council approves or
rejects Commission proposals by the majority laid
down for particular cases by the Treaty, but can
amend those proposals only by a unanimous decision.

The reasons I have outlined led the Legal Affairs
Committee on 2 October 1980 — and we beg the
Commission to note this 0o — to approve a sternly
worded text, contained in the report before you.

However, on 21 October 1980 the Committee
resumed consideration of the matter in the presence of
Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon informed us that the Commission would
submit as soon as possible a second amended proposal
to take account of Parliament’s amendment relating to
the concept of ‘member of the family’. He explained
to us — and the Commission representative will now
have an opportunity to clarify this point — that the
Commission had not intended to go back on the
commitment it had given in this Chamber. We note
this with great satisfaction and express our thanks to
Mr Davignon.

In view of this new development, the Legal Affairs
Committee decided to submit an amendment to the
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text which it had adopted, and I now urge you to
approve this amendment. It involves a new version of
the motion for a resolution. Firstly, it takes note with
satisfaction of the second amended proposal submitted
by the Commission, and secondly it calls on the
Commission to abide by its decisions — and indeed
the Commission does so in this second amended
proposal.

The Community timetable means that this request is
addressed in practice to the Commission which will
take office on 5 January 1981. It is the result of Parlia-
ment’s belief that Europe must be built through a
frank and open dialogue among all our institutions,
and especially between the Commission — the ‘guar-
dian of the Treaties’ — and the Parliament elected by
the peoples of Europe.

IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN

Vice-President
/

President. — I call Mr Prout to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Prout. — I would like first of all, Mr President,
to congratulate Mr Ferri on bringing this matter
before the House. There is no more resolute or dedi-
cated guardian of our parliamentary rights than he.
He understands so clearly that we must protect and
nurture with the utmost zeal what powers we have.
The successful conclusion of the isoglucose case will
stand as 2 monument to his courage and vision and a
landmark in the history of this institution. We are, Mr
President, all of us trustees of the constitutional
powers of Parliament and we ignore them at our peril.
Would that more of us were aware of it!

This time Mr Ferri is concerned about the constitu-
tional status of undertakings given by Members of the
Commission to this House before it votes, and he has,
I am glad to say, had another success. It is a well-
established principle that the Commission as a whole is
responsible for the undertakings of its individual
members. When one Commissioner gives an undertak-
ing on Commission policy, it is a statement which
reflects agreement between the Commissioners and
binds them collectively. In this case the Commissioner
in question undertook that the Commission would
amend its proposals in two respects, both of which
conformed with Parliament’s views. Had he not done
so, the subsequent vote by this House on the motion
for a resolution might have taken a different course or
might not have taken place at all.

Now this is not the first time that Parliament has
debated this principle. The House will recall the

debate of 22 May on product liability which raised an
identical issue. This matter has of course, yet to be
resolved. On this occasion I am very happy to say that
Mr Davignon, with a courage and generosity which
we all admire, has persuaded the Commission of its
duty to adopt Parliament’s amendment. His action is a
recognition of the Commission’s constitutional duty
towards us.

I should add in conclusion that my group was opposed
to both these amendments, but we support whole-
heartedly the Ferri report because we believe that the
constitutional rights of this House are more important
to us than our own political self-interest.

President. — I call Mr De Gucht to speak on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr De Gucht. — (NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, [ would like to make a few comments on
Mr Ferri’s motion for a resolution, which are relevant
not only to this particular case, but to the functioning
of Parliament as well.

The practice of inviting representatives from the
Commission to committee meetings, for discussion, 1s
an excellent one. The Commission as originator, and
the European Parliament, as advisory body, can and
must work together, to achieve good Community legis-
lation. The argument that the two institutions have less
power than the Council in the decision-making
process is without foundation. But this is the very
reason why, now more than ever, we need to institute
consultation, as 2 formal procedure, and continue to
work together in a spirit of mutual trust.

With regard to the problem of the Ferri report, it was
very remiss of the Commission to state in writing that
it could support Parliament’s amendments, and then
fail to do so. This did nothing to improve cooperation
and trust between the Commission and Parliament.

May Parliament continue to safeguard the construc-
tion of the Community. Our Parliament can, as repre-
sentative of the people, assess the present state of
affairs better than any other European institution. The
European Commission has undertaken to repair its
mistake. There is, therefore, no need to keep on about
it, and with regard to this proposal for a directive,
make matters worse. Mr Ferri’s original text was
somewhat forcefully worded, but this has now been
modified, and we can therefore give our approval.
However we must make it clear that if Parliament is to
function effectively in the future the Commission is
obliged in every respect, to comply with the written
and unwritten rules of the EEC Treaty.

The authority of this Parliament is extremely limited,
and it is for this very reason that we must all play the
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Community game correctly. [ want to say finally, Mr
President, that this Assembly has every interest in
organizing and instituting a real follow-up to its activi-
ties. This report constitutes the most positive movg in
that direction.

President. — I call Mrs Macciocchi to speak on
behalf of the Group for the Technical Coordination
and Defence of Independent Groups and Members.

Mrs Macciocchi. — (7) It may be Mr President, that
all’s well that ends well, and that there has been much
ado about nothing, but I would prefer to say — to
continue in the Shakespearean vein — that, on the
contrary, there has been much ado about something,
and something of great importance at that, because, as
Mr Gonella has pointed out, this is the first time that
the Commission has presented a proposal for a direc-
tive which has been modified a second time as a conse-
quence of Parliament’s reaction, after the explicit
statements by the Commissioner who had accepted
our proposals and our votes in this House. Viscount
Davignon, like a true viscount, stressed that he stood
by what he had said before, he has therefore been true
to his word as befits a man of his noble rank.

It may be, therefore, that this debate is unnecessary,
but it has come at an opportune moment since we find
ourselves on the eve of the coming into office of the
new Commission on 5 January 1981 — as Mr Gonella
has mentioned — and all this is clearly a warning that
this Parliament will no longer tolerate changes being
made to decisions taken here. We should like the new
Commission to know, when it takes up its duties, that
we shall use all the means of defence at our disposal,
not excluding a possible motion of censure. We are
motivated neither by anger nor by spite, but by the
awareness that Parliament runs the risk of being
immobilized by the Commission. This debate is there-
fore basically a kind of farewell to the old Commis-
sion, but it is also a welcome — a cautious welcome —
to the new Commission, to tell them that we are on
our guard and that it should be on its guard too.

President. — I call Mr Buttafuoco, a non-attached
Member.

Mr Buttafuoco. — (/) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, laws, regulations, measures and decrees
institutionalize — at least that is the intention of those
who create them — the needs which gradually arise in
human affairs. And when this fails to happen as a
result of blatant bad faith — tangibly displayed here
by no less a body than the Commission — it is humi-
liating not only for the dignity and prestige of Parlia-
ment but also and above all because the question
essentially relates to inalienable human rights.

In this context, I congratulate the Legal Affairs

Committee on the fact that the Ferri report fully satis-
fies those who, like me, have concerned themselves
greatly with their compatriots who have emigrated for
work or study purposes, or as a result of a free choice